A commentary, critical and grammatical, 
227.4 E5Sc pt.1 


Life Pacific College Alumni Library 


L.I.F.E. College Library 
1100 Glendale B!vd 
Los Angeles, Calif. 90026 


221 oh 
E55c 
pel 


Bible. N.T, Galatians. Greek. 1849 
Epistle to the Galatians 


1O\S9 


DATE DUE 
MAY_1 7 1982 
JAN 1 9 198 


OTES | 


> 
= 
z 
7 
® 
3 
z 
< 


LIFE Pacific College College Library 
Alumni Libramoo Glendale Blvd. 
1100 West CovinaiByAngeles, Calif. 90026 

San Dimas, CA 91773 


EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS. 


{ 4 
: _ 
avr A 
- eG 
ba 
int ed 
1 | . 
a -= 
q 
I 
* 
=, 


_ v 
“ee, we 
v 
4 ; 
: a % ad de, 
™~ 
t 
‘ 
4 _ ¢ 
. ® 
Mt 


vy 


BLAAT EIAD sat ofa ae 


40 


es. (Tie 


CRITICAL AND GRAMMATICAL 


CO UNeM Hr INSP AR Y 
ON ST. PAUL'S 


EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS, 


REVISED TRANSLATION. 


BY 


RT. REV. CHARLES J. ELLICOTT, 


BISHOP OF GLOUCESTER AND BRISTOL. 


With uv Introductory Notice 


By CALVIN E. STOWE, UD. D., 


PROFESSOR OF SACRED LITERATURE IN ANDOVER THEOLOGICAL SEMINABY. 


Andover: 
WARREN F. DRAPER. 


BOSTON: W. H. HALLIDAY AND COMPANY, 
NOS. 58 AND 60 CORNHILL, 
PHILADELPHIA: SMITH, ENGLISH, AND CO. 


L306: 


L.LF.E. College Library 
1109 Glondale Blvd. 
Les Angeles 2° ' ‘altf.. 


Entered according to Act of Congress, in the year 1860, by 
WARREN F. DRAPER, 
In the Clerk’s Office of the District Court of the District of Massachusetts. 


Andover: 
Electrotyped and Printed by W. F. Draver. 


os 


LIFE Pacific College 
Alumni,Library 


1100 West Covina Bivd. 
San Dimas, CA 91773 


INTRODUCTORY NOTICE 


Eo Like, AMERICAN EDITYON, 


THE Commentaries of Professor Ellicott, modest and unas- 
suming as they are in tone, really mark an epoch in English 
sacred literature. They are as different from other English 
commentaries as De Wette’s are from the Germans who pre- 
ceded him ; and what De Wette has been to German exegesis, 
Ellicott is and will be to the English. I speak of scholarship 
and mode of exhibition mainly; but the remark is also true in 
_ another respect, for, as De Wette was in his time the soundest 
and most favorable type of German rationalism as applied to 
the exposition of Scripture, Ellicott now most fitly represents 
the clear common sense and reverential piety so happily char- 
acteristic of the best biblical expositors in the English church. 
Protestant Germany only could have produced a De Wette, 
and Protestant England only, an Ellicott. 

It is the professed object of both these writers, by a severe 
and purely grammatical analysis of the language of the sacred 
penmen, to ascertain precisely the ideas which they meant to 
convey ; and to express the results of this analysis in the 
simplest and briefest manner possible, without reference to 
theological systems, or ecclesiastical prepossessions, or practical 
inferences. This method must lie at the foundation of all true 
exegesis, and, to those who receive the Bible as the word of 
God, must form the basis of all Christian theology. Yet it is 
a method very seldom followed with any good degree of strict- 
ness, and it is not a method which is generally particularly 
interesting to theologians and preachers. It differs from the 
usual style of commentary as pure wheat differs from mer- 
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chantable flour. Though the ascertainable purity of the wheat 
is acknowledged to be a great advantage, there is the trouble of 
grinding it before it can be made into bread. Theologizing 
and sermonizing commentary, though everywhere intermingled 
with the speculations and prepossessions of the commentator, 
is generally preferred to a severe and strictly linguistic exege- 
sis, because, though less pure, it furnishes the material more 
ready for immediate use. But which method is it that really 
takes the Bible as the sufficient and only authoritative rule of 
Christian faith and practice, and follows out to its legitimate 
results the fundamental principle of Protestantism? There 
can be but one answer to this question ; and it is this, the only 
truly biblical and Protestant method of commentary, which 
Professor Ellicott has conscientiously, consistently, and suc- 
cessfully pursued. 

It is the crowning excellence of these commentaries, that 
they are exactly what they profess to be, critical and gram- 
matical, and therefore, in the best sense of the term, eze- 
getical. It is no part of the author’s object to-theologize or to 
sermonize, or to make proof-texts, or to draw inferences or to 
repel them, but simply to interpret the language of the sacred 
writers ; and this object he accomplishes. He first, with the 
utmost care and the most conscientious laboriousness, gives the 
reader a correct text, by means of a widely extended comparison 
of original MSS., ancient translations, and the best editions. 
The amount of hard work evidently expended on this part of 
his undertaking is, to one who knows how to appreciate it, 
almost appalling. His results are worthy of all confidence. 
He is more careful and reliable than Tischendorf, slower and 
more steadily deliberate than Alford, and more patiently 
laborious than any other living New Testament critic, with the 
exception, perhaps, of Tregelles. Having thus ascertained the 
text, he then goes to work lexically and grammatically upon 
every word, phrase, and sentence which it offers; and here 
again is everywhere seen the real labor limae of the untiring’ 
and conscientious scholar. Nothing escapes his diligence, noth- 
ing wears out his patience. His exegetical conclusions are 
stated briefly and modestly, and with the utmost simplicity. 
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His references to other opinions and other writers, and to all the 
requisite authorities, are abundantly copious for the purposes 
of the most thorough study. The marginal indications of the 
course of thought are exceedingly judicious and helpful; and 
the full translations given at the close of each.Commentary 
harmonize with all the other parts of the work. Here the 
constant marginal quotations from the older translators give 
the reader the best possible opportunity for an extensive com- 
parison, which would otherwise, in most cases, be quite impos- 
sible, for want of access to the books. 


The reader will be gratified to learn something of the his- 
tory of the unpretending scholar who has already done so 
much, and who gives promise of so much more. CHARLES 
Joun Exuicorr is of an old Devonshire family, a branch of 
which early emigrated to America, and still has descendants 
here. He was born in 1819, the son of Rev. Charles Spencer 
Ellicott, Rector of Whitwell in Rutlandshire. He studied at 
the grammar schools of Oakham and Stamford, and afterwards 
entered St. John’s College, Cambridge, of which society he be- 
came a Fellow in 1844. In 1848 he married and took the 
Rectorship of Pilton,in Rutlandshire, which he held till the 
beginning of 1856; when, for the sake of having access to 
large public libraries, he resigned his living and returned to 
Cambridge. In 1858 he was appointed one of the select 
preachers before the University, and prepared and published. a: 
volume of sermons on the “ Destiny of the Creature”? (Rom. 
8:19 ff.). He received the same appointment again the next 
year, and was also made Hulsean Lecturer. In this capacity 
he delivered a course of lectures on the connection of the 
events in the life of Christ, which are now in press, and will 
soon be published. In 1858, also, he was appointed to succeed 
Professor Maurice in the professorship of Divinity at King’s 
College, London, which office he still holds. On the 20th of 
February, 1860, while on a journey from Cambridge to London, 
in fulfilment of the duties of his office, he came very near 
losing his life by a shocking accident on the Eastern Counties 
Railway. Three persons in the same compartment with him 
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were instantly killed, and he had both legs broken, and his 
arm and head were severely scalded. His life was saved by 
his throwing himself upon the bottom of the carriage at the 
moment when the shock was greatest. He has now recov- 
ered from his injuries and is pursuing his work with undimin- 
ished zeal and success. He has already published on all the 
epistles of Paul, except Corinthians and Romans, and these he 
has now in hand, and will in due time complete. 


The American publisher will issue the successive volumes, 
as rapidly as circumstances will permit, in the same order with 
the English (the next being the epistle to the Ephesians), till 
the whole series is in the hands of our scholars. It is to be 
hoped also that the American publishers of Alford’s work on 
the Greek Testament will speedily complete that, as the last 
volume is now in press in England. It is a different kind of 
commentary from Ellicott’s, though equally useful in its own 
way. It includes the whole of the New Testament, and has 
more of what critics call ¢ntroduction in the shape of extended 
and elaborate prolegomena to the several books, and is design- 
edly of as popular a cast as, from the nature of the case, a 
scholarly commentary on a Greek book can be. The two works 
cannot at all interfere with each other. Both are an honor to 
the English theological literature of the present generation ; 
each in its own sphere supplies an urgent want; and they both 
ought to be accessible to American students at as cheap a rate 
as possible. 

C. E. STOWE. 


THEOL, SEM., ANDOVER, Mass, 
Aug. 80, 1860. 


PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION. 


THE following commentary is the first part of an attempt to elucidate St 
Paul’s Epistles, by systematically applying to the Sacred Text the present 
principles of grammar and criticism. 

It is the result of several years’ devotion to the study of biblical Greek, 
and owes its existence to the conviction that, in this country, the present very 
advanced state of philology has scarcely been applied with sufficient rigor to 
the interpretation of the New Testament. Our popular commentaries are too 

exclusively exegetical,’ and presuppose, in the ordinary student, a greater 
knowledge of the peculiarities of the language of the New Testament than it 
‘is at all probable he possesses. Even the more promising student is sure to 
meet with two stumbling-blocks in his path, when he first maturely enters 
upon the study of the Holy Scripture. 

In the first place, the very systematic exactitude of his former discipline in 
classical Greek is calculated to mislead him in the study of writers who 
belonged to an age when change had impaired, and conquest had debased 
the language in which they wrote ;—his exclusive attention to a single 
dialect, informed, for the most part, by a single and prevailing spirit, ill pre- 
pares him for the correct apprehension of writings in which the tinge of na- 
tionalities, and the admixture of newer and deeper modes of thought are both 
distinctly recognizable ; — his familiarity with modes of expression, which had 
arisen from the living wants of a living language, ill prepares him correctly 
and completely to understand their force when they are reproduced by aliens 
in kindred and customs, and strangers, and even more than strangers in 
tongue. Let all these diversities be fairly considered, and then, without enter- 
ing into any more exact comparisons between biblical and classical Greek, it 
will be difficult not to admit that the advanced student in Attic Greek is 
liable to carry with him prejudices, which may, for a time at least, interfere 
with his full appreciation of the outward form in which the Sacred Oracles 


1I must explain the meaning in which, I use this word when in contradistinction to 
“grammatical.” By a grammatical commentary, I mean one in which the principles of 
grammar are either exclusively or principally used to elucidate the meaning: by an ezeget- 
ical commentary, one in which other considerations, such as the circumstances or known 
sentiments of the writer, etc., are also taken into account. I am not quite sure that I am 
‘correct in thus limiting ‘‘ exegetical,” but I know no other epithets that will serve to con- 


vey my meaning. : 


VI | PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION. 


are enshrined. No better example of the general truth of these observations 
could be adduced than that of the illustrious Hermann, who, in his disquisi- 
tion on the first three chapters of this very epistle, has convincingly shown, 
how even perceptions as accurate as his, and erudition as profound, may still 
signally fail, when applied, without previous exercise, to the interpretation of 
the New Testament. 
A second stumbling-block that the classical student invariably finds in his 
study of the New Testament, is the deplorable state in which, till within the 
last few years, its grammar has been left. It is scarcely possible for any one 
“unacquainted with the history and details of the grammar of the N. T. to 
form any conception of the aberrant and unnatural meanings that have been 
assigned to the prepositions and the particles; many of which cling to them 
in N. T. lexicons to this very day.’ It requires a familiar acquaintance with 
the received glosses of several important passages to conceive the nature of 
_the burdens hard to be borne, which long-suffering Hebraism — ‘ that hidden 
helper in all need,’ as Liicke? calls it — has had to sustain; and how genera- 
tions of excellent scholars have passed away without ever overcoming their 
Pharisaical reluctance to touch one of them with the tip of the finger. Then, 
_again, grammatical figures have suffered every species of strain and distor- 
‘tion; enallage, hendyadys, metonymy, have been urged with a freedom in the 
__N. T. which would never have been tolerated in any classical author, however 
ill-cared for, and however obscure. Here and there in past days a few pro- 
testing voices were raised against the uncritical nature of the current inter- 
.pretations; but it is not, in Germany, till within a very few years, till the 
days of Fritzsche and Winer, that they have met with any response or recog- 
nition; and, among ourselves, even now, they have secured only a limited 
and critical audience. 
_ It thus only too often happens, that, when a young man enters, for the first 
time, seriously upon the study of the N. T., it is with such an irrepressible 
feeling of repugnance to that laxity of language, which he is led to believe is 
its prevailing characteristic, that he either loses for the language of inspira- 
tion that reverence which its mere literary merits alone may justly claim; or 
else, under the action of a better though mistaken feeling, he shrinks from 
applying to it that healthy criticism to which all his previous education had 
jnured his mind. The more difficult the portion of Scripture, the more sen- 
sibly are these evils felt and recognized. 
It is under these feelings that I have undertaken a commentary on St. 
Paul’s Epistles, which, by confining itself to the humbler and less ambitious 


if That this language is in no way overstrained may be easily seen by.the notices in 
‘Winer’s Grammar, on any leading preposition or conjunction. *fyp is a difficult preposition 
‘in the N. T., but it would require a considerable amount of argument to make us believe it 


could ever, even in Heb. xiii. 9, bear the meaning of ex! See Winer, Gr. § 52, a, p. 466 (Ed 
2 Liicke, on John iii. 20, vol. iii. p. 241. ee Cee 
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sphere of grammatical details, may give the student some insight into the 
language of the New Testament, and enable him with more assured steps, to 
ascend the difficult heights of exegetical and dogmatical theology. My own 
studies have irresistibly impelled me to the conviction, that, without making 
any unnecessary distinctions between grammar and exegesis, we are still 
to recognize the necessity, — of first endeavoring to find out what the words 
actually convey, according to the ordinary rules of language ; then, secondly, 
of observing the peculiar shade of meaning. that the context appears to im- 
part. Too often this process has been reversed; the commentator, on the 
strength of some ‘ received interpretation’ or some dogmatical bias, has stated 
what the passage ought to mean, and then has been tempted, by the force of 
bad example, to coerce the words ‘ per Hebraismum,’ or ‘ per enallagen,’ to 
yield the required sense. This, in many, nay, most cases, I feel certain, has 
been done to a great degree unconsciously, yet still the evil effects remain. 
God’s word, though innocently, has been dealt deceitfully with; and God’s 
word, like His Ark of the Covenant, may not, with impunity, be stayed up 
by the officiousness of mortal aid. 

T have, then, in all cases, striven, humbly and reverently, to elicit from the 
words their simple and primary meaning. Where that has seemed at variance 
with historical or dogmatical deductions, — where, in fact, exegesis has 
seemed to range itself on one side, grammar on the other, —I have never 
failed candidly to state it; where it has confirmed some time-honored inter- 
pretation, I have joyfully and emphatically cast my small mite into the great 
treasury of sacred exegesis, and have felt gladdened at being able to yield 
some passing support to wiser and better men than myself.’ This, however, 
I would fain strive to impress upon my reader, to whatever party of the 
Church (alas! that there should be parties) he may chance to belong, that, as 
God is my witness, I have striven to state, in perfect candor and singleness of 
heart, all the details of interpretation with which I have come in contact. I 
have sought to support no particular party, I have desired to yield counte- 
nance to no peculiar views. I will candidly avow that on all the fundamen- 
tal points of Christian faith and doctrine my mind is fully made up. It is not 
for me to sit-in judgment upon what is called the liberal spirit of the age, but, 
without evoking controversies into which I have neither the will nor the abil- 


1 Amidst all these details, I have, I trust, never forgotten that there is something higher 
than mere critical acumen, something more sure than grammatical exactitude; something 
which the world calls the ‘ theological sense,” but which more devout thinkers recognize - 
as the assisting grace of the Eternal Spirit of God. Without this, without also a deeper 
and more mysterious sympathy with the mind of the sacred writer whom we are presuming 
to interpret, no mere verbal discussions can ever tend truly to elucidate, no investigation 
thoroughly to satisfy. I trust, indeed, that I have never been permitted to forget these 
golden words of him-whom of all commentators I most honor and revere _ ovdé yap Sei 
7& phuara, yupva eerdCew, eel woAAd Eperau Ta Grom huata* ovde Thy Adkw Kad’ Eavrhy 
Bacavifew, &AAX TH Stavola mpogexery TOD ypdgovrTos. Chrysost 
tom. x. p. 674 B (ed. Bened.) © : 
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ity to enter, I may be permitted to say, that upon the momentous subject of 
the inspiration of Scripture, I cannot be so untrue tomy own deepest con- 
victions, or so forgetful of my anxious thoughts and investigations, as to affect 
a freedom of opinion which I am very far from entertaining. I deeply feel 
for those whom earth-born mist and vapor still hinder from beholding the full 
brightness and effulgence of divine truth; I entertain the most lively pity for 
those who still feel that the fresh fountains of Scripture are, in all the bitter- 
ness of the prophet’s lamentation, only ‘ waters that fail ;’— I feel it and en- 
tertain it, and I trust that no ungentle word of mine may induce them to 
cling more tenaciously to their mournful convictions, yet still I am bound to 
say, to prevent the nature of my candor being misunderstood, that through- 
out this commentary the full’ inspiration of Scripture has been felt as one of 
those strong subjective convictions to which every hour of meditation adds 
fresh strength and assurance. Yet J have never sought to mask or disguise a 
difficulty: I have never advanced an explanation of the truth of which I do 
not, myself at least, feel convinced. I should shrink from being so untrue to 
myself, I should tremble at being so presumptuous towards God; as if He 
who sent the dream may not in His own good time send ‘ the interpretation 
thereof.’ That there are difficulties in Scripture, — that there are difficul- 
ties in this deep Epistle, I both know and feel, and I have, in no case, shrunk 
from pointing them out; but I also know that there is a time, — whether in 
this world of unrest, or in that rest which remaineth to God’s people, I know 
not, — when every difficulty will be cleared up, every doubt dispersed: and 
it is this conviction that has supported me, when I have felt and have been - 
forced to record my conviction, that there are passages where the world’s wis- 
dom has not yet clearly seen into the depth of the deep things of God. 
Before I wholly leave this momentous subject, I would fain plead its 
importance in regard to the method of interpretation which I have endeav- 
ored to follow. I am well aware that the current of popular opinion is now 
steadily setting against grammatical details and investigations. It is thought, 
I believe, that a freer admixture of history, broader generalizations, and 
more suggestive reflections, may enable the student to catch the spirit of his 
author, and be borne serenely along without the weed and toil of ordinary 
travel. Upon the soundness of such theories, in a general point of view, I 
will not venture to pronounce an opinion; I am not an Athanase, and can- 
not confront a world; but, in the particular sphere of Holy Scripture, I may, 
perhaps, be permitted to say, that if we would train our younger students to 
be reverential thinkers, earnest Christians, and sound divines, we must habit. 
uate them to a patient and thoughtful study of the words and language of 


1 I avoid using any party expressions. I would not wish, on the one hand, to class myself 
with such thinkers as Calovius, nor could I subscribe to the Formula Consensus Helvetici ; 
but Iam far indeed from recognizing that admixture of human imperfection and avin 
error, which the popular theosophy of the day now finds in the Holy Scripture. 


PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION. Ix 


Scripture, before we allow them to indulge in an exegesis for which they are 
immature and incompetent. If the Scriptures are divinely inspired, then 
surely it is a young man’s noblest occupation, patiently and lovingly to note 
every change of expression, every turn of language, every variety of inflec- 
tion, to analyze and to investigate, to contrast and to compare, until he has 
obtained some accurate knowledge of those outward elements which are per- 
meated by the inward influence and powers of the Holy Spirit of God. 
As he wearisomely traces out the subtle distinctions that underlie some 
illative particle, or characterize some doubtful preposition, let him cheer 
himself with the reflection that every effort of thought he is thus enabled to 
make, is (with God’s blessing) a step towards the inner shrine, a nearer 
approach to a recognition of the thoughts of an Apostle, yea, a less dim 
perception of the mind of Christ. 

No one who feels deeply upon the subject of inspiration will allow himself 
to be beguiled into an indifference to the mysterious interest that attaches 
itself to the very grammar of the New Testament. 

I will then plead no excuse that I have made my notes so exclusively crit- 
ical and grammatical. I rejoice rather that the awakening and awakened 
interest for theology in this country is likely to afford me a plea and a justifi- 
cation for confining myself to a single province of sacred literature. Al- 
realy, I believe, theologians are coming to the opinion that the time for 
compiled commentaries is passing away. Our resources are now too abun- 
dant for the various details of criticism, lexicography, grammar, exegesis, his- 
tory, archeology, and doctrine, to be happily or harmoniously blended in 
one mass. One mind is scarcely sufficiently comprehensive to grasp prop- 
erly these various subjects; one judgment is scarcely sufficiently discrim-- 
inating to arrive at just conclusions on so many topics. The sagacious critic,. 
the laborious lexicographer, the patient grammarian, the profound exegete, 
the suggestive historian, and the impartial theologian, are, in the present 
state of biblical science, never likely to be united in one person. Excel- 
lence in any one department is now difficult; in all, impossible. I trust, then, 
that the time is coming when theologians will carry out, especially in the 
New Testament, the principle of the division of labor, and selecting that 
sphere of industry for which they are more particularly qualified, will, in 
others, be content to accept the results arrived at by the labors of their 


1 


contemporaries.’ 


1 In the present Epistle, there are distinct and instructive instances of the application of 
this principle. Hilgenfeld has published a recent edition of the Epistle to the Galatians, 
in which distinct prominence is given to historical and chronological investigations. Dr. 
Brown has lately devoted some expository discourses nearly exclusively to the doctrine 
and practical teaching of the Epistle; while Mr. Veitch has supplied him with grammatical 
annotations. Both of these works have their demerits as well as their merits, but, at any 
tate, they show that their authors had the good sense to confine themselves to those depart- 
ments of interpretation for which they felt the greatest aptitude. 
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The most neglected portion of the New Testament literature is its lexicog- 
raphy; and this is the more inexcusable, as the excellent concordance of 
Bruder has been now twelve years before the world. I have here suffered 
greatly from want of sound help; and in addition to having frequently to 
draw solely from my own scanty resources in this department, and to leave 
my own more immediate subject to discuss points which I should have gladly 
found done to my hand, I have also had the thankless task of perpetually 
putting my readers on their guard against the overhasty and inaccurate 
classifications of Bretschneider and others. I have generally found Bret- 
schneider’s Lexicon the best; but the pages of my commentary will abun- 
dantly show how little reliance I have been able to place upon him. I 
rejoice to say that Dr. Scott, master of Baliol College, is engaged on a Lex- 
icon to the N. T.; and those who know his eminent qualifications for the 
task must feel, as I do, the most perfect confidence in the way in which it 
will be executed. I regret that it was too little advanced to be of any use 
to me in this commentary. The general lexicon (beside that of Stephens) 
which I have chiefly used, is the edition of Passow’s Lexicon by Palm and 
Rost, which I cannot help thinking is by very far the best lexicon, in a mode- 
rate compass, that we at present possess. ‘I'he prepositions, in particular, are 
iveated remarkably well, and very comprehensively. 

Tne synonyms of the Greek Testament, a most important subject, have 
veen greatly neglected. We have now a genial little volume, from one who 
ulways writes felicitously and attractively upon such subjects; but the agree- 
ble author will not, I am sure, be offended when I say that it can scarcely 
be deemed otherwise than, as he himself modestly terms it, a slight eontribu- 
tien to the subject. We may fairly trust that an author who has begun so 
weil will continue his labors in a more extended and comprehensive form. 
As Mr. Trench’s work came too late into my hands, I have principally used 
the imperfect work of Tittman; but I perfectly agree with Mr. Trench in 
his estimate of its merits. 

In the Grammar of the N. T. we are now in a fairly promising state, 
The very admirable work of Winer has compleiely rehabilitated the subject. 
It is a volume that I have studied with the closest attention, and to which I 
am under profound obligations. Still, it would not be candid if I did not 
admit that it has its weak points. 1 do not consider the treatment of the 
particles (a most important subject in St. Paul's epistles) at all equal to that 
of the prepositions, or by any means commensurate with our wants on this 
portion of grammar; the cases also might, perhaps, be more successfully 
hendled. The great fault of the book is its superabundance of reference to 
the notes and commentaries on classical authors. In many cases these are 
of high importance; but, in a vast quantity of others, as I have often found 
to my cost, but little information is to be derived from the source to which 


«© . 7, % ay ft al >, + 
the reader 1s referred. Mr. Green’s Grammar I consider a work of great 
§ 
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ability, but too short and unsystematic to be of the use it might otherwise 
have been to the student. I have, therefore, been obliged to use freely other 
grammatical subsidies than those which more particularly bear upon the New 
Testament. My object has been throughout to make my references more to 
grammars and professed repertories of similar information, than to notes or 
commentaries on classical authors ; for I am convinced that a good reference 
to a good grammar, though not a very showy evidence of research, is a truly 
valuable assistance; while a discursive note in an edition of a classic, from 
its want of a context, frequently supplies little real information. I have 
allowed myself greater latitude in references to the notes of commentators 
on the N. T., for here the similarity of language, and frequently of subject, 
constitutes a closer bond of union. In particular, I have used Fritzche’s 
edition of the Romans nearly as a grammar, so full is it and so elaborate in 
all details of language. As a grammarian, I entertain for him the highest 
respect; but I confess my sympathy with him as a theologian is not great, 
nor can I do otherwise than deplore the unjust levity with which he often 
treats the Greek Fathers, and the tone of bitterness and asperity which he 
assumes towards the learned and pious Tholuck. It is a sad evidence of an 
untouched heart and unchastened spirit, when a commentator on the New 
Testament leaves the written traces of his bitterness on the margins of the 
Covenant of Love. 

The same principle that has induced me to refer to repertories and sys- 
tematic treatises on grammar, has also influenced me whenever I have been 
led into dogmatical questions. I have sought, in most cases, information 
from writers who have made the whole subject their study. I have freely 
used Bishop’s Bull’s Harmonia Apostolica, Waterland’s Works, and such 
other of our great English divines as I have the good fortune to be ac- 
quainted with. I have used with profit the recent and popular treatise on 
St. Paul’s doctrine by Usteri, and that by Neander in his Planting of Chris- 
tianily; both of which, with, perhaps, some reservations, may be recom- 
mended to the student. I regret that I cannot speak with so much freedom 
of the discussions of the clever and critical Ferdinand Baur. in his Apostel 
Paulus. Thave referred to him in a few cases, for his unquestionable ability 
has seemed to demand it, but it has been always cautiously and warily; nor 
do I at all wish to commend him to the notice of any student except of 


1 


1TI have especially used the admirable and (in my opinion) wholly unrivalled syntax of 
Bernhardy, the good compendious syntax of Madvig, the somewhat heavy treatise on the 
same subject by Scheuerlein, Jelf’s Grammar, and the small Greek grammar by Dr. 
Donaldson, which, though unpretending in form and succinct in its nature, will never be 
consulted, even by the advanced student, without the greatest advantage. On the particles, 
I have principally used the somewhat clumsy though useful work of Hartung, and the very 
able and voluminous notes of Klotz on Devarius. This latter work the student will rarely 
consult in vain. I have also derived some assistance from Thiersch’s very good dissertation 
on the Pentateuch. 
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advanced knowledge and of fully fixed principles. The other books and 
authorities which I have cited will sufficiently speak for themselves. 

I’ desire briefly, in conclusion, to allude to the general principles which 
I have adopted in the construction of the text, the compilation of the notes, 
and the revision of the translation, and to record my many obligations. 

(1.) The text is substantially that of Tischendorf:’ the only deviations 
from it that I have felt compelled to make form the subject of the critical 
notes which are, at intervals, appended to the text. Changes have been 
made in punctuation; but these, generally speaking, have not been such as 
to require special notice. I have here applied the principle of division of 
labor which I venture to advocate. It has always seemed to me that it is at 
least a very hazardous, if not a presumptuous undertkaing, for any man, 
however good a scholar, to construct an original text without eminent qualifi- 
cations for that task. Years of patient labor must have been. devoted to 
those studies; an unflagging industry in collecting, and a persistent sagacity 
in sifting evidence, must be united in the biblical critic, or his labors will be 
worse than useless. Those who have not these advantages will do well to 
rely upon others, reserving, however, to themselves (if they are honest men 
and independent thinkers) the task of scrutinizing, testing, and, if need be, 
of expressing dissent from the results arrived at by those whom they follow. 
I have humbly endeavored thus to act with recard to the text of the present 
epistle; where there has seemed reason to depart from Tischendorf (and he 
is far from infallible), I have done so, and have in all cases acted on fixed 
principles which time, and, above all, failures, have taught me. For a novice 
like myself to obtrude my critical canons on the reader would be only so 
much aimless presumption. I will only say that I can by no means assent to 
a blind adherence to external evidence, especially where the preponderance 
is not marked, and the internal evidence of importance ; still, on the other 
hand, I regard with the greatest jealousy and suspicion any opposition to the 
nearly coincident testimony of the uncial MSS., unless the internal evidence 
be of a most strong and decisive character. I have always endeavored, 
first, to ascertain the exact nature of the diplomatic evidence; secondly, that 
of what I have termed paradiploniatic arguments (I must apologize for coin- 
ing the word), by which I mean the apparent probabilities of erroneous 
transcription, permutation of letters, itacism, and so forth; thirdly and lastly, 
the internal evidence, whether resting on apparent deviations from the usus 


1 It was long with me a subject of anxious thought whether I should adopt the text of 
Lachmann (for whose critical abilities I have a profound respect), or that of Tischendorf. 
The latter I consider inferior to Lachmann in talent, scholarship, and critical acumen. 
But as a paleographer he stands infinitely higher, as a man of energy and industry he is 
unrivalled, and as a critic he has learnt from what he has suffered. Moreover, he is with 


us, still learning, still gathering, still toiling; while Lachmann’s edition, with all its excel- 
lences and all its imperfections, must now remain as he has left it to us 
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scribendi of the sacred author, or the propensio, be it critica, dogmatica, or 
epexegetica, on the part of the copyist. I have also endeavored to make the 
critical notes as perspicuous as the nature of the subject will permit, by 
grouping the separate classes of authorities, uncial manuscripts (MSS.), cur- 
sive manuscripts (mss.), versions (Vy.), and Fathers (Ff.), Greek and Latin, 
and in some measure familiarizing the uneducated eye to comprehend these 
perplexing, yet deeply interesting particulars. The symbols I have used are 
either those of Tischendorf (to whose cheap and useful edition I refer the 
reader), or else self-explanatory. I cannot leave this part of the subject 
without earnestly advising the younger student to acquire, at least in outline, 
a knowledge of the history and details of sacred criticism, and I can recom- 
mend him no better general instructor than Dr. Davidson, in the second vol- 
ume of his excellent treatise on Biblical criticism. 

(IL) With regard to the notes, I would wish first to remark, that they 
neither are, nor pretend to be, original. I have consulted all the best 
modern, and, I believe, the best ancient authorities, wherever they seemed 
likely to avail me in the line of interpretation I had marked out to myself. 
But as I have endeavored to confine myself principally to critical and gram- 
matical details, numerous authors of high position and merit in other prov- 
inces of interpretation have unavoidably been, though not unconsulted, still 
not generally cited. Hence, though I entertain a deep reverence for the 
exegetical abilities of some of the Latin Fathers, I have never been able to 
place that reliance on their scholarship which I thankfully and admiringly 
recognize in the great Greek commentators. Many of our popular English 
expositors I have been obliged, from the same reasons, to pass over; for to 
quote an author merely to find fault with him, is a process with which I have 
no sympathy. I have studied to make my citations, in malam partem, on a 
fixed principle. In the first place, I hope I have always done it with that 
quick sense of my own weakness, imperfection, and errors, that is the strong- 
est incentive to charitable judgments, and with that gentleness which befits a 
commentator on one whose affections were among the warmest and deepest 
that ever dwelt in mortal breast. In the second place, I have, I trust, rarely 
done it except where the contrast seemed more distinctly to show out what I 
conceived the true interpretation ; where, in fact, the shadow was needed to 
enhance the light. Thirdly, I have sometimes felt that the allegiance I owe 
to Divine Truth, and the profound reverence I entertain for the very letter 
of Scripture, has required me to raise my voice, feeble as it is, against mis- 
chievous interpretations and rash criticism. The more pleasant duty of 
quoting in bonam partem has also been regulated by a system; first and fore- 
most, of endeavoring to give every man his due; secondly, of supporting 
myself by the judgments and wisdom of others. I have, however, in no case 
sought to construct those catenz of names, which it seems now the fashion 
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of commentators? to link together in assent or dissent; for whenever I have 
examined one in detail, I have invariably found that the authors, thus hud- 
dled together, often introduced such countervailing statements as made their 
collective opinion anything but unanimous. ‘This easy display of erudition, 
and of error, cannot be too much reprobated. 

The portions upon which I have most dwelt are the particles, the cases, the 
prepositions, and, as far as I have been able, the compound verbs; but on 
this latter subject I have keenly felt the want of help, and have abundantly 
regretted that Winer never has completed the work he projected. If in the 
discussions on the particles I may have seemed wearisome or hypercritical, let 
me crave the reader's indulgence, and remind him of the excessive diflicul- 
ties that have ever been felt and acknowledged in the connection of thought 
in St. Paul’s Epistles. I hope no one will think my pains have here been 
misplaced. That my notes have visibly overlaid my text will, I fear, be urged 
against me. This I could have avoided by a more crowded page, or by dis- 
uniting the text and the notes ; but I prefer bearing the charge to perplexing 
the reader’s eye with close typography, or distracting his attention by refer- 
ences to an isolated text. The notes have been pared down, in some cases, 
to the very verge of obscurity; but in so difficult an epistle, after all possible 
curtailing, they must still be in disproportion to the text. 

(III.) The last portion I have to notice is the translation. This it seemed 
desirable to append as a brief but comprehensive summary of the interpre- 
tations advanced in the notes. The profound respect I entertain for our own 
noble version would have prevented me, as it did Hammond, from attempting 
any performance of this nature, if I had not seen that a few corrections, 
made on a fixed principle, would enable the Authorized Version adequately 
to reflect the most advanced state of modern scholarship. The Authorized 
Version has this incalculable advantage, that it is a truly literal translation, 
—the only form of translation that can properly and reverently be adopted 
in the case of the holy Scriptures. Of the two other forms of translation, 
the idiomatic and the paraphrastic, I fully agree with Mr. Kennedy (Preface 
to Transl. of Demosth.) in the opinion that the former is most suitable for the 
general run of classical authors; while the latter may possibly be useful in 
some philosophical or political treatises, where the matter,.rather than the 
manner, is the subject of study. But in the holy Scriptures every peculiar 
expression, even at the risk of losing an idiomatic turn, must be retained 
Many words, especially the prepositions, have a positive dogmatical and theo, 
logical significance, and to qualify them by a popular turn or dilute them by 
a paraphrase, is dangerous in the extreme. It is here that the excellence of 
our Authorized Version is so notably conspicuous ; while it is studiedly close 


lI regret to find that Professor Eadie, in his learned and laborious commentary on the 


Ephesians, has adopted this method; in some cases, e. g. p. 15, his authorities occupy five 
full lines of the commentary, 


PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION. XV 


and literal, it also, for the most part, preserves the idiom of our language in 
the most happy and successful way. It has many of the merits of an idio- 
matic translation, and none of the demerits of what are popularly called literal 
translations, though they commonly only deserve the name of un-English 
metaphrases. A paraphrastic translation, such as that adopted by Messrs. 
Conybeare and Howson, I cannot but regard as in many ways unfitted for 
holy Scripture. I have, then, adopted the Authorized Version, and have 
only permitted myself to depart from it where it appeared to be incorrect, in- 
exact, insufficient, or obscure, whether from accident or (as is alleged) from 
design. The citations I have appended from eight other versions will, per- 
haps, prove interesting, and will show the general reader what a “concordia 
discors” prevails among all the older English Versions, and how closely and 
how faithfully the contributors to the Authorized Version adhered to their in- 
structions to consult certain of the older translations, and not to depart from 
the Standard Version which had last preceded them except distinctly neces- 
sitated. Thus the Authorized Version is the accumuiation, as well as the last 
and most perfect form of the theologival learning of fully two hundred and 
thirty years. From such a translation, he must be a bold and confident man 
who would depart far, without the greatest caution and circumspection. 

(IV.) Finally, I feel myself bound to specify a few of the commentators 
to whom I am more specially indebted. 

Of the older writers I have paid the most unremitting attention to Chrys- 
ostom and Theodoret: for the former especially, often as a scholar, always 
as an exegete, I entertain the greatest respect and admiration. Of our older 
English commentators, Hammond has been of the greatest service to me; his 
scholarship is, generally speaking, very accurate, and his erudition profound. 
The short commentary of Bishop Fell I have never consulted without profit. 
Bengel’s Gnomon has, of course, never been out of my hands. Of later 
writers I should wish to specify Dr. Peile, from whose commentary I have 
derived many valuable suggestions. I frequently differ from him in the ex- 
planation of yéuos without the article; but I have always found him an accu- 
rate scholar, and especially useful for his well-selected citations from Calvin. 
To the late lamented Professor Scholefield’s Hints for a New Translation 
I have always attended. The translation of Conybeare and Howson has 
been of some use; but, as far as my experience goes, it appears the least 
happily executed portion of their valuable work. Dr. Brown’s Hxpository 
Discourses on the Galatians is a book written in an excellent spirit, of great 
use and value in an exegetical point of view, but not always to be relied upon 
as a grammatical guide. I cannot pass over Dr. Bloomfield, though he has 
not been of so much use to me as I could have wished. ‘To the recent Ger- 


1 I have also consulted Abp. Newcome’s, and all the later versions of any celebrity, even 
the Unitarian, but have derived from them no assistance whatever. 
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man commentators I am under the greatest obligations, both in grammar and 
exegesis, though not in theology. Meyer more as a grammarian, De Wette 
more as an exegete, command the highest attention and respect; to the for- 
mer especially, though a little too Atticistic in his prejudices, my fullest ac- 
knowledgments are due. The commentaries of Winer and Schott are both 
excellent; to the latter, Meyer seems to have been greatly indebted. Usteri 
has generally caught most happily the spirit of his author; his scholarship is 
not profound, but his exegesis is very good. Riickert, more voluminous and 
more laborious, has always repaid the trouble of perusal. The two works in 
the best theological spirit are those of Olshausen and Windischmann : the 
latter, though a Romanist, and by no means uninfluenced by decided preju- 
dices, always writes in a reverent spirit, and is commonly remarkable for his 
good sense, and not unfrequently his candor. Baumgarten-Crusius I have 
found of very little value. Hilgenfeld is very useful in historical questions, 
but has a bad tone in exegesis, and follows Meyer too closely to be of much 
use as an independent grammatical expositor. 

These are not more than one-third of the expositors I have consulted, but 
are those which, for my own satisfaction, and the guidance of younger stu- 
dents, I should wish to specify. 

I have now only to commit this first part of my work, with all its imperfec- 
tions, faults, and errors, to the charitable judgment of the reader. J have 
written it, alone and unassisted, with only a country clergyman’s scanty 
supply of books, in a neighborhood remote from large libraries and literary 
institutions; and though I have done my uttermost to overcome these great 
disadvantages, I can myself see and feel with deep regret how often I have 
failed. I commend myself, then, not only to the kind judgment, but I will 
also venture to add, the kind assistance of my readers; for I shall receive 
and acknowledge with great thankfulness any rectifications of errors or any 
suggestions that may be addressed to me at the subjoined direction. 

I will conclude with earnest prayer to Almighty God, in the name of his 
ever-blessed Son, that He may so bless this poor and feeble effort to disclose 
the outward significance, the jots and tittles of His word, that He may make 
it a humble instrument of awakening in the hearts of others the desire to look 
deeper into the inward meaning, to mark, to read, and to understand, and 
with a lowly and reverent spirit to ponder over the hidden mysteries, the 
deep warnings, and the exhaustless consolations of the Book of Life. 

To Him be all honor, all glory, and all praise. 


C. J. ELLICOTT. 


GLASTON, UPPINGHAM, SEPTEMBER, 1854. 


PREFACE 
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THE present edition is but little different from the first in the results 
arrived at, and in the statement of the principles on which those results 
mainly rest; but, in the details and construction of many of the notes, it will 
be found to involve changes both of diction and arrangement. 

These changes have been found to be wholly unavoidable. The first edition 
was not only written with a scanty supply of books, and with a very limited 
knowledge of the contents of the Ancient Versions, but was constructed on 
principles which, though since found to be sound and trustworthy, do not 
appear in some cases to have been applied with sufficient ease and simplicity, 
or to have received a sufficiently extended range of application. It is use- 
less to disguise the fact, that what at first professed to be only purely critical 
and purely grammatical, has by degrees become also exegetical; and has so 
far intruded into what is dogmatical, as to give systematic references to the 
leading treatises upon the points or subjects under discussion. The ex- 
tremely kind reception that the different portions of this series have met 
with, has led in two ways to these gradual alterations. On the one hand, 
the not unnatural desire to make each portion more worthy of the approval 
that had been extended towards its predecessor, has been silently carrying 
me onward into widening fields of labor; on the other hand, the friendly 
criticisms that I have received from time to time have led me to retrench 
what has seemed unedifying, to dwell with somewhat less technicality of lan- 
guage on the peculiarities of grammar and construction, and yet at the same 
time to enter more fully upon all that has seemed to bring out the connection 
of thought and sequence of argument. 

The latter portions of my work have been based on these somewhat 
remodelled principles, and—if I may trust the opinions of, perhaps, too 
partial and friendly judges —so far successfully, that I shall apparently be 
wise to keep them as the sort of standard to which, if God mercifully grant 
me life and strength, former portions of the series (wherever they may seem 


to need it) may be brought up, and future portions conformed, 
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The present edition, then, is an effort to make my earliest and decidedly 
most incomplete work as much as possible resemble those which apparently 
have some greater measures of maturity and completeness. It has involved, 
and I do not seek to disguise it, very great labor — labor, perhaps, not 
very much less than writing a new commentary. For though the notes 
remain substantially what they were before, and though I have found no 
reason to retract former opinions, except in about four or five debatable 
and contested passages,! I have still found that the interpolation of new 
matter, and the introduction of exegetical comments have obliged me, in 
many cases, to alter the arrangement of the whole note, and occasionally 
even to face the weary and irksome task of total re-writing, and reconstruc- 
tion. I rejoice, however, now at length to feel that the reader of the later 
portions of this series will find no very appreciable difference when he turns 
back to this edition of the first portion. He will now no longer be without 
those invaluable guides, the Ancient Versions; he will, I trust, find but few 
links missing in the continuous illustration of the arrangement, scarcely any 
omission of a comment on important differences of reading, and on points 
of doctrinal difficulty no serious want of references to the best treatises and 
sermons of our great English divines. At the same time he will find the 
mode of interpretation and tenor of grammatical discussions precisely the 
‘same. Though the details may be often differently grouped, the principles 
are left wholly unchanged; and this, not from any undue predilection for 
former opinions, but simply from having found, by somewhat severe testing 
and trial, that they do appear to be sound and consistent. 

For a notice of details, it will be now suflicient to refer to the prefaces to 
earlier portions of this series, more especially to those prefixed to the third, 
fourth, and fifth volumes, in which the different component elements of the 
notes above alluded to will be found noticed and illustrated at some length. 
This only may be added, that particular care has been taken to adjust the 
various references, especially to such authorities of frequent occurrence as 
Winer’s Grammar of the New Testament, to the paging of the latest edition,? 
Where, from inability to obtain access to the last edition of works previously 


1 These changes of opinion will be found noticed in their different places. I believe the 
only passages are chap. ii. 6, mporavedevTo} iii. 4, émd dere 5 iii, 19 (in part), iv. 17, €kAcioa; 
vi. 17 (slightly), Baorddw. 

21 have also retained the references to the translation of Neander’s Planting, as published 
by Mr. Bohn, and of Miiller’s Doctrine of Sin, as published by Messrs. Clark, simply be- 
cause the presence of these volumes in two justly popular series makes it probable that 
many readers may have these works, who have not, and, perhaps, may not be in the habit 
of consulting the originals. The translation of the latter of these works has, I believe 
been somewhat severely criticized. I fear Iam unable to defend it; but, as the alluciope ‘6 
Miller in my notes relate more to general principles than to individual passages, I do not 


think the generalreader will suffer much from the inaccuracies or harshness of the transla, 
tion, ; 
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quoted, this has not been done, the reader will commonly find some allusion 
to the continued use of the authority in its earlier form. 

I may also remark that, in deference to the wishes of some of my critics, I 
have prefixed to the Epistle a few sentences of introduction, giving a sum- 
mary account of the results of recent historical criticism. This portion of 
sacred literature has been so fully treated, both by Dr. Davidson and Dean 
Alford, and has farther received so much valuable illustration from the 
excellent Life of Saint Paul by Messrs. Conybeare and Howson, that I feel 
it now unnecessary to do more than to group together a few remarks for the 
benefit, not of the critical scholar, but of the general student, to whom these 
brief notices sometimes prove acceptable and suggestive. 

I must not conclude without expressing my hearty sense of the value of 
several commentaries that have appeared since the publication of my first 
edition. I desire particularly to specify those of my friends, Dean Alford, 
and Mr. Bagge, and the thoughtful commentary of my kind correspondent, 
Dr. Turner, of New York. Of the great value of the first of these it is 
unnecessary for me to speak; my present notes will show how carefully I 
have considered the interpretations advanced in that excellent work, and 
how much I rejoice to observe that the results at which we arrive are not 
marked by many differences of opinion. The edition of Mr. Bagge will be 
found very useful in critical details, in the careful and trustworthy references 
which it supplies to the older standard works of lexicography, and in what 
may be termed phraseological annotations. ‘The third of these works differs 
so much from the present in its plan and general construction, as to make 
the points of contact between us so much fewer than I could wish; but I 
may venture to express the opinion, that the reader who finds himself more 
interested in general interpretation than in scholastic detail, will rarely 
consult the explanatory notes without profit and instruction. The recent 
edition of Professor Jowett has not been overlooked; but after the careful 
and minute examination of his Commentary on the Thessalonians, which I 
made last year, I have been reluctantly forced into the opinion that our 
systems of interpretation are so radically different, as to make a systematic 
reference to the works of this clever writer not so necessary as might have 
been the case if our views on momentous subjects had been more accordant 
and harmonious. 

Before I draw these remarks to a close, I must not fail gratefully to return 
my heartfelt thanks for the numerous kind and important suggestions 
which I have received from private friends and from public criticism. By 


1In the note on 6pSorodovery (chap. ii. 14), I have still been unable to verify the refer- 
ences to Theodorus Studita. The best edition, I believe, is that of Sirmond, and this I have 
used, as well as one or two others, but without effect. I should be glad if some reader, 
experienced in Bibliography, could direct me to the edition probably referred to. 
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this aid I have been enabled to correct whatever has seemed doubtful or 
erroneous; and to these friendly comments the more perfect form in which 
this commentary now appears before the student is, in many respects, justly 
due. From my readers, and those who are interested in these works, I fear 
I must now claim some indulgence as to the future rate of my progress. 
While I may presume to offer to them the humble assurance that, while life 
and health are spared to me, the onward course of these volumes will not be 
suspended, I must not suppress the fact, that the duties to which it has now 
pleased God to call me are such as must necessarily cause the appearance of 
future commentaries to take place at somewhat longer intervals. Those who 
are acquainted with studies of this nature, will, I feel sure, agree with me, 
that it is impossible to hurry such works; nay, more, I am convinced that all 
sober thinkers will concur in the opinion, that there is no one thing for which 
a writer will have hereafter to answer before the dread tribunal of God with 
more terrible strictness, than for having attempted to explain the everlasting 
Words of Life with haste and precipitation. When we consider only the 
errors and failures that mark every stage in our most deliberate and most 
matured progress, even in merely secular subjects, we may well pause before 
we presume to hurry through the sanctuary of God, with the dust and tur- 
moil of worldly, self-seeking, and irreverent speed. 

May the great Father of Lights look down with mercy on this effort to 
illustrate His word, and overrule it to His glory, His honor, and His praise. 


CAMBRIDGE, 28TH JANUARY, 1859. 


INTRODUCTION. 


TuIs animated, argumentative, and highly characteristic Epistle would 
appear to have been written by St. Paul not very long after his journey 
through Galatia and Phrygia (Acts xviii. 23), and as the taxéws (ch. i. 6) 
seems to suggest (but comp. notes, and see contra, Conyb. and Hows. St. Paul, 
Vol. 11. p. 164, ed. 2), towards the commencement of the lengthened abode 
at Ephesus (Autumn 54 or 55 to Pentecost 57 or 583 comp. Acts xix. 10, xx. 
31,1 Cor. xvi. 8), forming apparently the first of that series of Epistles (Gal., 
1 Cor., 2 Cor., Rom.) which intervenes between the Epp. to the Thessalonians 
and the four Epp. of the first captivity (Col., Eph., Philem., Phil.). It was 
addressed to the churches of the province of Galatia (ch. i. 2), — a province of 
which the inhabitants could not only boast a Gallic origin, but also appear to 
have retained some of the peculiarities of the Gallic character; see notes on 
ch. i. 6, iii. 1. The Epistle was not improbably encyclical in its character 
(see Olshaus. on ch. i. 2, and notes on ch. vi. 17), and was called forth by 
the somewhat rapid lapse of the Galatians into the errors of Judaism, which 
were now being disseminated by unprincipled and self-seeking teachers 
(comp. ch. vi. 12, 13) with a dangerous and perhaps malignant activity. 
Against these errors the Apostle had already solemnly protested (ch. i. 9), 
but, as this Epistle shows, with at present so little abiding effect, that the 
Judaizing teachers in Galatia, possibly recruited with fresh emissaries from 
Jerusalem, were now not only spreading dangerous error, but assailing the 
very apostolic authority of him who had founded these churches (comp. ch, 
iv. 13), and who loved them so well (ch. iv. 19, 20). 

In accordance with this the Epistle naturally divides itself into ¢vo contro- 
versial portions, and a concluding portion which is more directly hortatory 
and practical. The first portion (ch. i. il.) the Apostle devotes to a defence 
of his office, and especially to a proof of his divine calling and of his inde- 
pendence of all human authority (ch. i, 11—ii. 10), — nay, his very opposi- 
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tion to it in the person of St. Peter, when that Apostle had acted with incon- 
sistency (ch. ii. 11—21). In the second, or what may be called the polemical 
portion (ch. iii. iv.), the Apostle, both by argument (ch. iii. 1, sq.), appeal 
(ch. iv. 12—20), and illustration (ch. iv. 1—7, 21—30), establishes the truth 
of the fundamental positions that justification is by faith, and not by the 
deeds of the law (ch. iii. 5, 6), and that they alone who are of faith are the 
inheritors of the promise, and the true children of Abraham; comp. notes on 
ch. iii. 29. The third portion (ch. v. vi.) is devoted to hortatory warning (ch. 
iv. 31—v. 6), illustrations of what constitutes a real fulfilment of the law (ch. 
v. 13—26), practical instructions (ch. vi. 1—10), and a vivid recapitulation 
(ch. vi. 11—16). 

The genuineness and authenticity are supported by distinct external testi- 
mony (Ireneus, Her. 111. 7. 2, Tertull. de Preser. § 6; see Lardner, Credi- 
bility, Vol. 11. p. 163 sq., Davidson, Introduction, Vol. 11. p. 818 sq.), and, as 
we might infer from the strikingly characteristic style of the Epistle, have 
never been doubted by any reputable critic; comp. Meyer Linleit. p. 8. 


THE EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS. 


OE 3 a eed WALD 1 a Me 


AYAOS 


Apostolic address and sal- 
utation, concluding with a 
doxology. 


oveé 

‘1. &réorodos] ‘an Apostle, in the 
higher and more especial meaning of the 
word; and as such (particularly when en- 
hanced by the succeeding clause), a forci- 
ble protest against the Judaists, who prob- 
ably refused to apply it in this particular 
sense to any out of the significant number 
of the ‘Twelve; comp. Hilgenf. Galater- 
brief, p. 107. It may be observed (comp. 
Maurice, Unity of N. T. p. 402) that the 
question involved more than mere per- 
sonal slander (Thy yeyeynuévny SiaBorhy, 
Theod.): in asserting the preéminence 
of the Twelve over St. Paul, they were 
practically denying Christ’s perpetual 
rule over His church. With regard to 
the meaning of amdoroados in St. Paul’s 
Epp., we may remark that in a few in- 
stances (e. g. 2 Cor. viii. 23, and most 
probably Phil. ii. 25, see notes tm Joc.), 
it appears to be used in its simple etymo- 
logical sense. In 2 Cor, xi. 13, 1 Thess. 
ii. 6, the meaning may be thought doubt- 
ful; but in Rom. xvi. 7, ofrwés ciow 
érlonuot év tots amor. éXos (commonly 
cited in this sense, Conyb. and Hows. Sé. 
Paul, Vol. 1. p. 463), the correct trans- 
lation appears certainly that of Fritzsche, 


Se 


> , > Ca > ly 
GTOCTONOS, OVK ar aV’SpwrrwD 
avSpwtrov, adr bia “Inood 


‘quippe qui in Apostolorum collegio bene 
audiant:’ compare Winer, RWB. s. v. 
Apostel, Vol. 1. p. 69, note 2. ‘The va- 
rious applications of this word in eccles, 
writers are noticed by Suicer, Thesaur. 
s. v. Vol. 1. p. 475 sq., Hamm. on Rom. 
Xvi. 7. otK ar &vyIpoTwY 
ovd€ Ot’ &vSpdrov] ‘not from men 
nor by man,’ ‘not from men as an ultimate, 
nor through man as a mediate authority,’ 
— the prep. ad here correctly denoting 
the causa remotior (Winer, Gr. § 47. b, p. 
331, Bernhardy, Syntax, v. 12, p. 222), 
did, the causa medians ; see Winer, § 50. 
6, p. 872, Green, Gr. p 299. *Amd is thus 
not ‘for id,’ Brown én foe. (comp. Riick., 
Olsh.), as the use of émd for dé, especially 
after passives, though found apparently 
in some few instances in earlier writers 
(Poppo, Thucyd. 1. 17, Vol. 1. p. 168), 
occasionally in later (Bernhardy, Syné. v. 
12, p. 224), and frequently in Byzantine 
Greek, does not appear in St. Paul’s 
Epistles, nor in any decistve instance in 
the N. T.; comp. Winer, Gr. § 47. b, p. 
332, note. In all cases the distinction be- 
tween the prepp. seems sufficiently clear ¢ 
md points to an action which results from 
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Xpustod Kal Ocod matpos tod eyelpavTdg avTov eK veKpwn, 


a more immediate and active, dd to, a 
less immediate and more passive cause ; 
comp. Herm. Soph. Elect. 65, and see 
Rom. xiii. 1 (Lachm., Tisch.), where St. 
Paul’s correct use of these prepp. may be 
contrasted with that of Chrysost. n Joc. 
There are, indeed, few points more char- 
acteristic of the Apostle’s style than his 
varied but accurate use of prepp. esp. of 
two or more in the same or in imme- 
diately contiguous clauses (e.g. eis .. . 
Srp ROMs Wien 22s Tek as) OLR, ae EES 
xi. 36; em)... Sa... ev, Eph. iv. 
6; &... da... els, Col. i. 16), for 
the purpose of more precise definition or 
limitation ; comp. Winer, Gr. 7, c., p. 372. 
5. av8pdmov] ‘through man,’ ovx 
avSpdre xpnoduevos brovpyg, Theod., — 
not with any studied force in the singu- 
lar as pointing to any particular individ- 
ual (Mosheim, Red. ante Constant. p. 70), 
nor yet for solemnity’s sake, as more ex- 
elusive (Alf.), but simply as thus forming 
amore natural antithesis to the following 
dia “Invod Xpiorov. kal @cod 
mat pds] ‘and God the Father ;’ in no- 
ticeably close union with ’Ino. Xp., both 
being under the vinculum of the single 
preposition di4; comp. verse 3. We 
might here not unnaturally have expect- 
ed kal &ad Ocod marpds, as forming a 
more exact antithesis to what precedes, 
and as also obviating a ref. of 8:4 to the 
causa principalis (Gal. i. 15); comp., 
however, 1 Cor. i. 9, and see Wincr, Gr. 
§ 47. i, p. 339, and the list in Fritz, on 
Rom. i. 5, Vol. 1. 15, — but exclude from 
it 1 Pet. ii. 13, 14. In the present case 
the use of 5.4 seems due partly to a brev- 
ity of expression, which is obviously both 
natural and admissible where it is not 
necessary to draw strict lines between 
agency, origin, and medium (comp. Rom. 
xi, 34, and even Plato, Sympos. p. 186 n, 
1a Tod Se0d ky Bepvera), and partly to an 
instinctive association of the two Persons 


of the blessed Trinity in his choice and 
calling as an Apostle. To urge this as 
a direct evidence for the duooveta of the 
Father and the Son (Chrys., Theod.) may 
perhaps be rightly deemed precarious ; 
yet still there és something very notice- 
able in this use of a common preposition 
with both the first and second Per- 
sons of the Trinity, by a writer so cumu- 
lative, and yet for the most part so ex- 
act, in his use of prepositions as St. Paul. 
cod tatpds] ‘God the Father ;' not 
in the ordinary inclusive reference to all 
men (De W., Alf.), nor with more par- 
ticular reference to Christians, scil. ‘our 
Father’ (Ust. al.), but, as the associated 
clause seems rather to suggest, with spe- 
cial and exclusive reference to the pre- 
ceding subject, our Lord Jesus Christ; 


> 
so, perhaps too expressly, Syr. seD| 
a 4 


[patrem ejus]; comp. Pearson, Creed, 
Art. 1. Vol. 1. p. 42, (ed. Burt.). 

Tod éyelpavtos kK. T. A.] ‘who 
raised Him from the dead,’ The addi- 
tion of this designation has been very 
differently explained. While there may 
probably be a remote reference to the fact 
that it is upon the resurrection of Jesus 
Christ that our faith rests (1 Cor. xv. 17; 
comp. Usteri, Paul, Lehrbegr. 11. 1. 1, p. 
97, 98), and from it all gifts of grace de- 
rived (Alf.), the context seems clearly to 
suggest that the more immediate refer- 
ence is to the fact that the A postle’s call 


was received from Christ in His exalted | 


and glorified position (1 Cor. ix. 1, 1 Cor. 
xv, 8); ‘verax etiam novissimus Apos- 
tolus qui per Jesum Christum totum jam 
Deum post resurrectionem ejus missus 
est,’ August. én loc. ; see Brown, Gala- 
tians, p. 22. The article with vexpay 
appears regularly omitted in this and 
similar phrases, except Eph. v. 14, and 
(with amd) Matth. xiv. 2, xxviii. 7, al.; 
see Winer, Gr. § 19, p. 112. 
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2. mayv7es] Emphatic: ‘ ceteros qui 
secum erant omnes commotos adversus 
eos ostendit,’ Ps. Ambr. St. Paul fre- 
quently adds to his own name that of 
one or more of his companions, e. g. Sos- 
thenes, (1 Cor. 3. 1), Timothy, (2 Cor. i. 
1, Phi. i. 1, Col. i._1), Silvanus and 
Timothy, (1 Thess i. 1, 2 Thess. i. 1): 
here, however, to add weight to his ad- 
monitions, and to show the unanimity 
(Chrysost.) that was felt on the subject 
of the Epistle, he adopts the inclusive 
term mdyres d&5eAgol, defining it more 
closely by of oty éuof (Phil. iv. 21),— 
‘all the brethren who are my present 
companions in my travels and my preach- 
ing.’ There is, then, no necessity for re- 
stricting a5<eAgo) to ‘official brethren’ 
(Brown, comp. Beza), nor for extending 
of avy éuol to the whole Christian com- 
munity of the place from ‘which the 
Epistle was written (Erasm., Jowett) : in 
this latter case we should certainly have 
expected ‘ with whom I am,’ rather than 
‘who are with me;’ see Usteri én oe. 
Tats éxkAnolats THs Tad.] ‘tothe 


“ churches of Galatia ;’ plural, and with a 


comprehensive reference, (mavraxod yap 
elppev % vécos, Theod., comp. Chrys.), 
the epistle probably being an encyclical 
letter addressed to the different churches 
(of Ancyra, Pessinus, ‘Tavium, and other 
places) throughout the province. The 
omission of the usual titles of honor or 
affection seems undoubtedly intentional 
(Chrys.), for in the only other Epistles 
where the simple rf éxAnala is used, 
(Cor. i. 2: 2 Cor. i. 1, 1 Thess i. 1, 2 
Thess. i. 1), there is in the two former 
passages the important and qualifying 
addition tof @cod, and in the two latter 
&y OcG warp kK. 7. A. 


3. xdpis bulty ead eiphyn| ‘Grace 
4 


to you and peace :’ not merely a union 
of two ordinary forms of Jewish saluta- 
tion (Fritz. Rom. i. 7, Vol. 1. p. 23), or 
of the Greek yatpew, and the Hebrew 
3> city, but a greeting of full spiritual 
significance; ydpis, as Olsh. observes, 
being the divine love manifesting itself to 
man, eiphvn the state that results from a 
reception of it. The Oriental and Occi- 
dental forms of salutation are thus blend- 
ed and spiritualized in the Christian 
greeting ; see notes on Eph. i. 2, and 
comp. Koch on 1 Thessal. p. 60. 

kat Kuplov x.7.A.] ‘and ( from) our 
Lord Jesus Christ. Strictly speaking, 
Christ is the mediating imparter of grace, 
God the direct giver; but just as in verse 
1, 8.4 was applied hoth to the Father and 
the Son, so here. in this customary :alu- 
tation see on Phil. i. 4), amd is applied 
both to the Son and the Father. Ols- 
hausen (on Rom. i. 7) justly remarks 
that nothing speaks more decisively for 
the divinity of our Lord than these jux- 
tapositions with the Father, which per- 
vade the whole language of Scripture. 

4. rod Sdévto0s éavtdy| ‘who gave 
Himself, scil. to death; more fully ex- 
pressed 1 Tim. ii. 6, 6 5obs éautbdy durlAv- 
tpov, comp. Tit. ii, 14. The participial 
clause serves at the very outset to specify 
the active principle of the error of the 
Galatians. The doctrine of the atoning 
death of Jesus Christ, and a recurrence to 
the laws of Moses, were essentially incom~ 
patible with each other. 
TOV Gmapt. Hua@y| ‘for our sins,’ 
scil. to atone for them, Rom. iii. 25, Gal. 
iii, 18. The reading itp (Rec ) has but 
little external support, and is, perhaps, 
due to dogmatival correetion, or to that 
interchange of zrep) and dmép (Fritz. Rom. 


Vol. 1. p. 28) of which the MSS. of the 


mept 
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N, T. present so many traces. Strictly 
speaking, é7ép, in its ethical sense, retains 
some trace of its local meaning, ‘ bending 
over to protect’ (udxeoSa brép tiwos ; 
Donalds. Gr. Gr. § 480), and thus points 
more immediately to the action, than to 
the object or circumstance from which 
the action is supposed to spring. The 
latter relation is more correctly defined 
by mepl, —e. 9. poBetadat mepl Tivos; see 
Winer, Gr. § 47. e, p. 884, Scheefer. De- 
mosth Vol.1. p. 189,190. Mep? will thus 
be more naturally used with the thing, 
‘sins,’ dmép with the person, ‘sinners ;’ 
and this, with a few exceptions (e. g. 
1 Cor, xv. 3, Heb. v. 3), appears the 
usage of the N. T ; comp. 1 Pet. iii. 18, 
where both forms occur. Still it must 
be admitted that both in the N. T., and 
even in classical Greek (Buttm., Ind. ad 
Mid. p. 188) the distinction between 
these two prepp. is often scarccly appre- 
ciable; see notes on Eph. vi. 19, and on 
Phil, i. 7. Smws €béAnTat| 
‘in order that he might deliver us ;’ not 
‘eximeret,’ Beza, but ‘eriperct,’ Vulg., — 
the verb étaipetoSau (only herein St Paul's 
Epp.) deriving from the context the idea 
of rescuing (Svvauiv onuatver Tod puoape- 
vov, Theod. Mops ) as from danger, ete. ; 
comp. Acts xii. 11, xxiii. 27, and appy. 
xxvi. 17, and see Elsner. 0ds. Vol. 11. p. 
170. On the force of 67ws in the N. T, 
and its probable distinction from fva, see 
notes on 2 Thess. i. 12. 
évert@tos k.T.A.| ‘out of the pres- 
ent evil world ;’ not exactly ex trav mpd- 


éx tod 


tewy Tay movnpdv, Chrysost., still less rod 
mapovtos Biov, Theod., but simply, — ‘the 
present evil state of things,’ see notes on 
Eph. i, 21, where the meaning of aidéy is 
briefly discussed, It is doubtful whether 
6 evertas aldy is (2) simply equivalent to 
6 viv aidy (2 Tim. iv, 10, Tit ii. 12, see 
notes), and therefore in opposition to 6: 


aidy 6 wéAAwy (comp. Clem. Cor. 1. 6, 
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Zotw 8& ovros 6 aid Kal 6 péAdwy dbo 
éxSpot), or whether (b) it denotes in a 
more restricted sense ‘the commencing 
age,’ the age of faithlessness and the de- 
veloping powers of Antichrist that had 
already begun; see Meyer im loc. The 
participle éveoras will appy. admit either 
meaning (comp. Rom, viii. 38, 1 Cor. iii. 
22, with 2 Thess. ii. 2, and see exx. in 
Rost u. Palm, Lez., s. v. Vol. 1. p. 929, 
Schweigh. Lex. Polyb. s. v.); the order 
of the words, however, — not tod mov. 
aiavos Tov éveot., — and the general and 
undogmatical character of the passage 
seem decidedly in favor of (a): so dis- 


tinctly Syr. Low [Sav fhoc seeculo], 


Vulg., Clarom., ‘ preesenti seeculo,’ and 
sim. the best of the remaining Vv. In 
either case the influence of the article 
appears to extend only to éveor.; aidvos 
movnpod forming an explanatory apposi- 
tion, in effect equivalent to a tertiary 
predication (Donalds, Gr. § 489), ‘an 
evil age as it is,’ and pointing out either 
(«) more generally, or (5) more specifi- 
cally, the corrupting influences of the 
world and its works: sce esp. Donalds. 
Journal of Sacr. and Class. Philol. No. 
i, p. 2238., The reading aidvos rod 
éveot., adopted by Lachm , has but weak 
external support ;AB; 39; Orig. (3), 
Did. al.], and is internally suspicious as 
a grammatical correction. 

Ocot cal marpds jhpuav| ‘God and 
our Father,’ ‘ Dei et patris nostri,’ Vulg., 
— not ‘God, even our Facher’ (Brown), 
kal being only the simple copula; see 
Middleton, Greek Art. p. 292, 367 (ed. 
Rose), and comp. notes on 1 Thess. iii. 
11. The august title 6 @cds Kal marhp 
occurs several times in the N. T., both 
alone (1 Cor. xv. 24, Col. iii. 17, James 
i, 27), and with a dependent genitive, 
Viz. (@) Tod Kuplov judy 71. X., Rom. xv. 
6, Eph. i, 8, 2 Cor. i. 8, xi, 31, Col. i. 3, 
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Cie > / 
AL®WY@) * apy. 
I marvel at your speedy 
lapse to another gospel, 


* Oavpalo ore obtws tayéws petatiSece 


which if an angel were to preach, let him be anathema. It is not man but God whom I strive to please. 


1 Pet. i. 3, and (6) jay only, as here, 
Phil. iv. 20, 1 Thess. i, 1, iii. 11, 13, and 
2 Thess. ii. 16. Whether in these latter 
formule the gen. depends on both, or 
only on the latter of the two nouns, 
cannot be positively decided. No gram- 
matical arguments based on the absence 
of the article are here applicable, as tarhp 
is anarthrous according to rule (Middl. 
Gr, Art. ut. 4, § 2, Winer, Gr. § 19, 4, 
p 116); nor will the most careful inves- 
tigation of the separate passages afford 
any swe grounds for deciding on ezeget- 
tcal principles; contr. Fritz. Rom. Vol. 
mr. p. 234. This, however, may be said, 
that as the term rarjp conveys necessa- 
tily a relative idea, which in theological 
language admits of many applications 
(see Suicer, Thesaur. s. v. Vol. 11. p. 629 
sq.), while @ebs conveys only one abso- 
lute idea, it would not seem improbable 
that the connection of thought in the 
mind of the inspired writer might lead 
him in some passages to add a defining 
gen. to maryp which he did not intend 
necessarily to be referred to @cds. The 
Greek commentators, whose opinion on 
such a point would be of great value, 
do not appear to be unanimous: Theod. 
“Mops. in foc. and Theodoret, on Rom. 
‘xvi. 6, refer the gen. to the last nom. ; 
Chrys. on Eph. i. 3, leaves it doubtful ; 
“see notes on Eph. i. 3. 

5. 9 86kal ‘the glory,’ scil. fn not 
*tatw; see on Eph. i 2. In this and 
similar forms of doxology, — excepting 
that of the angels, Luke ii. 14, and of 
the multitude, Luke xix. 38, — ddta reg- 
ularly takes the article when used alone, 
e.g. Rom. xi. 36, xvi. 27, Eph. iti. 21, 
Phil. iv. 20, 2 Tim. iv 18, Heb. xiii. 21, 
2 Pet. iii. 18. When joined with one or 
more substantives it appears sometimes 


with the art. (1 Pet. iv. 11, Rev. i. 6; 
vii. 12), sometimes without it (Rom. ii. 
10, 1 Tim. i. 17, Jude 25). It is thus 
difficult to determine whether we have 
here (a) the ‘rhetorical’ form of the arti- 
cle (Bernhardy, Syné. v1. 22, p. 315), 
‘the glory which especially and alone 
belongs to God’ (comp. Winer, Gr. § 18. 
1, p. 97), or (6) whether ddta takes the 
article as an abstract noun (Middl. Gr. 
Art. v.1). On the whole, (a) seems the 
most natural, and best suited to the con- 
text. 
‘the ages of the ages, ‘seecula seculo- 


rum,’ Vulg., less precisely Syr. SON 
4a 
Ass [seeculwm seculorum]; a 


semi-Hebraistic expression for a duration 
of time superlatively (infinitely) long ; 
comp. Winer, Gr. § 36. 2, p. 220. The 
same words occur, Phil. iv. 20, 1 Tim. i. 
17, 2 Tim. iv. 18, and frequently in the 
Apocalypse. Occasionally we meet with 
the singular aidy ra@v aidéywv (Eph. iii. 21, 
comp. Dan. vii. 18), and the perhaps 
more distinctly Hebraistic aidy rod aidvos, 
Heb. i. 8 (quotation), Psalm cxi. 10,— 
but with scarcely any appreciable differ- 
ence of meaning; see notes on Eph. iii. 
21. Vorst, (de Hebraismis N. T., p. 325) 
investigates both this and the similar ex- 
pression yevcas yeveav; but his remarks 
must be received with caution, as on the 
subject of Hebraisms he cannot now be 
considered a safe guide. 

6. Savpacw] ‘Lf marvel ;’ *mani- 
festatis beneficiis, mirari se dicit quod 
ab Illo potuerint separari,’ Ps. Jerome. 
The idea of wondering at something 
blameworthy is frequently implied in this 
word: see Rost u. Palm. Lez. s. v., and 
compare Mark vi. 6, John vii. 21, 1 John 
iii, 18. The further idea which Chrys, 


ai@vas TOY aidver| 
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finds in the address, od pdvoy éevtpérwy 
wees Oot BE Kad dexvds olay Exe mepl 
abrav brdvoiay, brt meyaAny Tia Kal éo- 
movdacp.evnv, — does not seem intended. 
otrws Taxéws] ‘80 quickly,” After 
what? In our ignorance of the exact 
time when the Galatians were converted, 
as well as the circumstances of their de- 
fection, this question cannot be satisfacto- 
rily answered. Of the proposed answers, 
—(q) their conversion, Mey., Alf.; (4) 
the Apostle’s last visit, Beng., Flatt; or 
(c) the entry of the false teachers, Chrys., 
Theoph., — the first appears the least, 
and the last the most probable, as the 
following verse seems to show whom the 
Apostle had in his thoughts. At any 
rate the reference of the adverb seems 
decidedly rather to ¢iéme than manner 
(2 Thess. ii. 2, 1 Tim. v. 22, compare 
Conyb. and Hows, zn foc.), however that 
time be defined. Still all historical de- 
ductions from such a passage (Wicseler, 
Chronol, p. 285, Davids. Introduct. Vol. 
i. p. 297) must obviously be debatable 
and precarious. Grotius appositely 
cites, in illustration of the levity of the 
Gallic character, Cesar, Bell, Gall. iv. 5, 
‘sunt (Galli) in consiliis capiendis mobi- 
les, et novis plerumque rebus student ;’ 
comp. 2b. 1m. 1, mi. 10, 19: see Elsner, 
Qbserv. Sacr. Vol. 1. p. 172. 

metatidease] ‘are going over from, 
are falling away from :’ present (od« etre 
MeTéseode, GAAd, meTaTiSerSe, Chrys., — 
the defection was still going on), and 
middle, not passive, as Theod. Mops. 
(uetdyerde, ds emi apixwv; comp. Heb. 
vii. 12), Vulg., Clarom., al. While in 
earlier writers perariSeuat is used both 
with and without an accusative (yudbunv), 
in the sense of ‘changing an opinion’ 
(see exx. in Rost u. Palm, Lez. s. v.), it 
is as frequently used in later writers in 
the sense ‘ descisco,’ with prepp. eis, Tos, 
én) of the party, etc., to whom —e. g. 


Polyb. m1. 118, 8, petarlSecSat pds Tovs 
Kapxndoviovs — and ék, aad (or a simple 
gen., Diod. Sic. xvt. 31), of the party, 
etc., from whom the defection has taken 
place; so Appian, Bell, Mithr. 41, amd 
Apxeddov mpds SUAAay petariderSat : 
comp. 2 Mace. vii. 24, and see rurther 
exx. in Kypke, Obs. Vol. 1. p. 273, and 
in Wetst. in Joc. 
gavtos] ‘Him who called you,’ scil. 
God the Father (Chrys., Theod.), to 
whom the calling of Christians appears 
regularly ascribed by St. Paul (verse 15, 
Rom. viii. 30, ix. 24, 25, 1 Cor. i. 9, vii. 
15,17, 1 Thess. ii. 12; 2 Thess: i. 14; 
2 Tim. i. 9),— not ‘Christ who called 
you,’ Syr., Jerome, al., the correct theo- 


Tov KaAé- 


logical distinction being, 4 wey KAjjots éore 
rod Matpds, Tis 5¢ KAhoews 7 aitla, Tov 
‘iod, Chrys.: comp. Rom. y. 15. Brown 
(p. 39), excepts Rom. i. 7, but scarcely 
with sufficient reason; see Fritz. and De 
W. in loc, and comp. Reuss, Théol. Chrét. 
tv. 15, Vol. 1. p. 144, Usteri, LeArd. 1. 
2, 3, p. 269, 279 sq. The passages cited 
by Alford on Rom. J. c., viz. John y. 25, 
1 Tim. i. 12, do not seem fully in point. 
év xdpiti] ‘by the grace of Christ ;’ 
holy instrument of the divine calling, 
the prep. év being here used in its instru- 
mental sense (Eph, ii, 13, vi. 14, al.), 
and marking not so much the element zn 
which, as the principle dy which (imma- 
nent instrumentality, Jelf, Gr. § 622. 3, 
comp. notes on Eph. ii. 13) the calling 
was vouchsafed unto mankind; see notes 
on 1 Thess. iv. 18, and comp. Winer, Gr. 
§ 48. a, p. 347. De Wette and Meyer 
both adduce 1 Cor. vii. 15, ev 38 eiphin 
KéxAnkev judas 6 Oeds, but not pertinently, 
as both there and in the two other pas- 
sages in which xaAciy is joined with év, 
viz., Eph. iv. 4, 1 Thess, iv. 7 (see notes 
im loc.), the prep. retains its simple and 
primary force ‘of permanence in,’ and 
marks, as it were, the element ix which 
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we are called to move. In the present 
ease, however, the dogmatical considera- 
tion, that the Grace of Christ, in the 
sense it here appears used by St. Paul, 
denotes an active and energizing influ- 
ence rather than a passive clement, seems 
distinctly to suggest the instrumental 
sense; comp. Rom. v. 15, and see Meyer 
and Hilgenf. in A. 7. The usual 
explanation, according to which éy is 
used ‘in sensu pregnanti’ for eis (‘ vo- 
cavit in gratiam,’ Vulg., Auth.), is more 
than doubtful, as caAéw implies no idea 
of motion (comp. Winer, Gr. § 50. 4. a, 
p- 367), while that of Wieseler ( Chronol. 
p- 285, note), according to which éy xdp. 
= xépw (ch. iii. 19), is alike inconsistent 
with the usage of éy, and the regular 
meaning of xdpis Xpio Tod. 
érepov] ‘another sort of, Fell. If we 
compare the very similar passage, 2 Cor. 
xi, 4, in which €repos and &Ados occur in 
juxtaposition, and apparently in senses 
exactly identical with those in the present 
passage, it will not seem necessary to lay 
any stress on érepov as implying either 
(a) ‘bad,’ ‘perverted’ (comp. Plato, 
Phileb. 13 a, €repov bvoua, Pind. -Pyth. 
rt. 34 [60] dafuwy erepos; see Rost u. 
Palm, Lez. s. v. Vol. 1. p. 1202, Wetst. 
on 1 Tim. v. 25), or even (0) ‘strange,’ 
Scholef. Hints, p. 88 (ed. 3), comp. Jude 
7,— as both here and 2 Cor. U. ¢. repos 
appears only to refer to distinction of 
kind, &ados of individuality ; ‘ érepos non 
tantum alium sed diversum significat,’ 
Tittm. Synon. p. 155; comp, Plato, Sym- 
pos. 186 3B, Erepdy Te Kad avduov. It 
must be admitted, however, that this 
distinction is not always kept up in the 
N. T.; see Matth. xi. 3, 1 Cor. xv. 39. 
7. 9 odk Zortiv UAXO Cf phK.TA.] 
‘which is not another, save that,’ ete. 
The various interpretations of these words 
turn mainly on the antecedent assigned 
to 8; this may be (a) the whole sentence, 


b7t— ebaryyédiov, ‘guod quidem (scil. vos 
deficere a Christo) non est aliud nisi,’ 
Winer; (5) the preceding ebayyérioy, 
‘which Gospel is, admits of being, no 
other,’ De W. (compare Syr., Chrys., 
Theod.), and appy. the majority of ex- 
positors; (c) the preceding compound 
expression €repoy evayyeAiov, Meyer, Alf. 
Of these (c) is clearly to be preferred, as 
best preserving the natural and gram- 
matical sequence of the words, and the 
distinction between érepos and &Ados. 
To prevent the words €repoy evayyéAioyv 
being misconstrued into the admission 
that there could readly be any other gospel 
than the one preached to them, St. Paul 
more fully explains himself, using %AAos 
rather than the ambiguous érepos, and 
throwing the emphasis on ovk: ‘ which 
(Erepov edaryyéAvov) is not another (a 
second) GosPEL, except (only in this 
sense, that) there are some who trouble 
you,’ @. ¢., the Judaists bring you another 
gospel, but it is really no Gosrzt at all; 
comp. Hamm. and Meyer in loc. In a 
word, as Hilgenf. correctly observes, the 
seeming paradox lies in this fact, that 
evaryyéAtov is understood after &AAo in its 
strictest meaning, but expressed after 
€repoy in one more lax. ei ph] 
The gloss ef wh = adda can 
be distinctly impugned in even what 
seem the strongest passages, e. g. Matth. 
xii. 4 (see Fritz. in loc.), 1 Cor. vii. 17 
(see Meyer én Joc.) : consult Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. m. p. 524, Hartung, Partik. wh, 3. 
6, Vol. u. p. 120, compared with Dindorf 
in Steph. Thes. Vol. uz. p. 190. The 
first distinct evidences of this interchange 
appear only in very late writers. 

oi rapdaocortes] ‘who are troubling 
you ;’ ‘qui vos conturbant,’ Vulg. The 
definite article might at first sight seem 
inconsistent with the indef. tives: when 
thus used, however, it serves to particu- 
larize, and in the present case specifies, 


‘ save that.’ 
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the twts as‘ those whose characteristic 
was troubling ‘the Galatians, ‘some who 
comp. Luke xviii. 
9, tTivds To’s memoiSdras, Col. ii. 8, uh 
ais bas €orat 6 cvAaywyay. Winer (Gr. 
§ 18.-3, p. 100) adduces some exx. from 
classical Greek, and compares the com- 
mon expression ¢igly of Aéyovres: see also 
Bernhardy, Synt, vi. 23, p. 318. We 
cannot, therefore, with Riickert definitely 
pronounce this as ‘an instance’ of Asiatic 
Hellenism, The article must, of course, 
be carried on to SéAovres ; see Kiihner’s 
valuable note on Xen. Mem. 1. 1. 20. 


are your troublers ;’ 


Td evayyéAloyv T00 Xptotod] It 
is doubtful whether Xpicrod is the gen. 
subjectt, *the Gospel preached by Christ,’ 
or the gen. odjecti, ‘the Gospel of or con- 
cerning Christ.” From the fuller expres- 
sion, Rom. i.' 3, evayyéA. Tod Ocod mep) 
Tov viod av’tod, we may, perhaps, here 
decide on the latter interpretation: see 
Winer, Gr. § 30. 1, p. 160. According 
to Meyer (on Mark i. 1), when the gen. 
after ebayyéA. is owrnplas. BaotAclas, K.T.A. 
it is gen. object’; when cod, gen. sub- 
Jjecti ; but when Xpicrod, gen. objectt or 
suljecti, to be’ determined: only by the 
context. 

8. Kal édv ]even if;’ not, however, 
necessarily ‘supposing a case which has 
never occurred’: (Alf.), but, as usual, 
conveying the idea of condition with the 
assumption of odjective possibility ; see 
Herm. de Partic. ty, 2:7, p..95, and esp. 
the very clear distinctions of Schmalfeld, 
Synt. d. Gr, Verb, §93, 94. It may be 
further observed that, as the order shows, 
xa) belongs not to qyezs or to the sentence, 
but to edv (etiam si), to which it gives 
force and prominence}; see Herm. Viger, 
No. 307, Hartung, Partic, Kal, 3. 3, Vol. 
I. p. 141, and notes on Phil. ii, 17. 


Hpets] ‘we.’ Though jezs here seems 


to refer mainly to St. Paul, and is fre- 
quently so used:elsewhere, yet, as of ody 
éuol mw. Ged. May very reasonably be here 
included (Mey.), it does not seem desira- 
ble, with De W., Conyb., and others, to 
limit the term specially to the Apostle. 
The useof fyetis, or of the simple plural, 
must always depend on the context; 
comp. notes on 1 Thess. i. 2. 

map’ 8] ‘contrary to that which, The 
meaning of the prep. has been the subject 
of considerable controversy ; the Luther- 
ans having urged the meaning preter- 
quam (Vulg., and appy. Chrys,), the 
Romanists that of contra (Theod., al.). 
This latter meaning is perfectly correct 
(opp. to Brown, p. 45; see Donalds. Gr. 
§ 485, and exx. in Winer, Gr. § 49. g, 
p. 360, esp. Xen. Mem. 1. 1. 18, where 
map tos yduovs and xara T. y. are in 
antithesis), and is appy. required by the 
context and tenor of the argument. The 


Apostle implies throughout the Epistle | 


that the Judaical gospel was in the strict 
sense of the words an érepoy edayy., and 
in its very essence opposed to the true 
Gospel. 


the Hellenistic form of the Attic avd3y- 
ma, Moeris (cited by Lobeck, Phryn. Dp 
249), the original meaning of both forms 
being 7d apiepwuevoy Ges, Thecdoret on 
Rom. ix. 3. The prevailing use, hew- 
ever, of avddena in malam partem com- 
pared with the command, Lev. xvii. 29, 
seems (esp. in the LXX and the N. T.) 
to have gradually led to a distinction in 
meaning; avdSyua being used in the 
sense of donurtwm (2 Mace. ix. 16, Luke 
xxi..25), dvdSeua (Rom. ix. 3, 1 Cor. xii. 


(3, xvi. 22) as ‘aliquid divine ire sacra- 


tum ;' Hesych. dvddeua: emuardparos, 


avdSnua kédcunua. This 
distinction, though very generally, is still 


&kowaynros. 


avdSepa | ‘accursed ;’ 
Strictly considered, nothing more than 
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not universally observed: see Theod. and 
esp. Chrys. on Rom. ix. 3, who, even 
while he asserts two distinct meanings, 
seems to regard the forms as interchange- 
able. In the eccles. writers (see Sui- 
cer, Thes. Vol. 1. p. 268, Bingham, xvi. 
2), avdSeua, like the Hebrew t nh (see 
Winer, RWB, Art. Bann) was applied 
to excommunication ; though even here, 
it may be observed, accompanied someé- 
times with distinct execration ; see birg- 
ham, 2b. 2. 17. This milder sense has 
been frequently maintained in the present 
passage (Hammond in Joc., Waterland, 
Doct. Trin. ch. 4, Vol. ut. p 458), but is 
distinctly opposed to the usage of the N. 
T.; compare émmatdpatos, ch. iii. 10, 
katdépa, ch. iii. 13. For further reff. see 
the good note of Fritz. Rom. ix. 3, Vol. 
U. p- 253 sq. 

9. mpvetphraperv] ‘we have said 
before.’ To what does mpd here refer? 
Is'it (a) solely to the preceding verse, as 
Chrys., Theod., Jerome (comp. Neander, 
Planting, Vol. 1. p. 214, Bohn), or (b) to 
a declaration made at the Apostle’s last 
visit, as Syr.. (appy.), and recently, Ust., 
De W., Mey., als? » Grammatical consid- 
erations do not contribute to a decision: 
for neither, on the one hand, can the use 
of the perfect rather than the aor. zpoet- 
sromev (ch. v, 21, 1 Thess. iv. 6) be pressed 
in favor of (a); — etpnxa at most only 
marking the continuing validity of what 
was said (comp; 2 Cor. xii. 9, and Winer, 
Gr. § 40. 4, p. 243), — nor, on the other 
hand, can the reference to what has just 
been said be urged as inconsistent with 
the usage of mpé (Ust.), for see 2 Macc. 
iii. 7, mpoetpnucvwv xpnudrwv (where the 
subject referred to is mentioned no further 
‘back' than the beginning of the preced- 
ing verse), 3 Mace. vi. 35, and compare 
2' Cor. vii. 3 with 2 Cor, vi. 12. Con- 


textual reasons, however, viz. the inser- 
tion of apr: as marking an antithesis to 
what was distinctly past, and the appar- 
ent identity of time marked by the two 
plural verbs edayyea., mpoeip. (Alf.), seem 
so distinctly in favor of (b), that in this 
case we do not hesitate to maintain that 
reference even in opposition to the opin- 
ion of the Greek expositors; comp. 2 Cor. 
xiii. 2. This passage has been pressed 
into the controversy relative to the state 
of the Galatian church at the Apostle’s 
second visit; see Davidson, Introd. Vol. 
It. p. 300. kal&pri x.7.dA.] 
‘so now I say again:’ undoubtedly a 
consecutive sentence. Riickert and B. 
Crus., by making it part of the antece- 
dent sentence, retain the more Attic 
meaning of api, but suppose an intoler- 
ably harsh ellipsis before ef tis. “Apre is 
not used in Attic Greek for purely present 
time, — comp. Plato, Meno, 89, where év 
7@ vov is in opp. to év t¢ apr, —but is 
not uncommonly so used in later Greek ; 
see esp. Lobeck, Phryn. p. 18 sq. 

ei... ebayyeaAlCerat| ‘tf any one 
preacheth ;’ simply and purely conditional 
(‘ed cum indic. nihil 'significat preeter 
conditionem,’ Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 
455), ‘if, as a matter of fact, preaching 
is a course of action pursued by any one,’ 
be such an assumption reasonable or the 
contrary ; see esp. Schmalfeld, Syntax, 
§ 91, p. 195. This change from the 
more restricted éay with subj., verse 8, 
appears here intentional; comp. Acts v. 
38, 39. Still such distinctions must not 
be overpressed, as there is abundant evi- 
dence to show that not only in later, but 
even sometimes ‘in earlier writers, they 
were not always carefully observed ; see 
Madvig, Gr. § 125. 1. It is certainly 
noticeable that, in Euclid (e. g. Book 1 
Prop. 4), éay with subj. is nearly always 
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used in mathematical hypotheses, where 
there can be no accessory idea, but where 
experience must prove the truth or fal- 
lacy of the supposition : see Winer, Gr. 
§ 41. 2, p. 260, note. This use of eday- 
yerlCouce with an accus. persone, is an 
dimat Aeydu. in St. Paul’s Epp., but oc- 
curs elsewhere both in the N. T. (Luke 
iii, 18, Acts viii. 25, 40, xiii. 22, xiv. 15, 
21, xvi. 10, 1 Pet. i. 12), and in later 
writers: comp. Winer, Gr. § 32. 1, p.199, 
and Lobeck, Phryne p. 267 sq. 

10. &prt yap] ‘For now ;’ not con- 
trasting his present conduct and former 
Pharisaism (Neander, Planting, Vol. 1. p. 
222 (Bohn}, Wieseler, Chrono. p. 178), 
but emphatically repeating the &pr: of 
the preceding verse, and calling especial 
attention to his present words ; — ‘Now, 
—when I am using such unhcsitating 
language.’ 


The exact force of yap 
seems more open to question: it may be 
plausibly taken as in abrupt and ironical 
reference to the charges of the Judaists ; 
‘well! am I now,’ ete. (on this idio- 
matic use of ydp, see esp. Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 1. p. 245), but is perhaps more 
naturally regarded. as argumentative, — 
not, however, so much with reff. to the 
seeming harshness of his previous words 
(Mey., Alf.), as to their wnguestionable 
truth, the best proof of which lay in his 
being one who was making God his 
friend, and not men; see Olsh. and Hil- 


genf. in loc. meldw} ‘am I per- 


suading,’ de oto on [sum persua- 


dens] Syr., ‘suadeo,’ Vulg., Clarom. ; 
scil. ‘am I making friends of ;’ the slight 
modification of meaning, viz. ‘ persua- 
dendo mihi concilio,’ as suggested by the 
latter words of the clause, being easily 
supplied from the context; see Acts xii. 
20, 2 Mace. iv, 45, and comp. metoa tov 


Ocdy (with inf.), Joseph. Antig. rv. 6. 5, 
vi. 5. 6, vit, 10.3, The usual comment, 
that welSw is here used de conatu (Uste, 
al.), is very questionable. Of the pas- 
sages cited in support of this meaning, 
Acts xxviii. 23, certainly proves nothing, 
and ASlian, Var. Hist. 11 6, is not to the 
point, ‘attempt’ being implied not by the 
verb but its tense. The same obs, seems 
applicable to Xenoph. Hell. v1. 5, 16, 
Polyb. Hist. rv. 64. 2, cited in Steph. 
Thess. Ss. Vv. R On7@, kT Ay 
‘or am I seeking to please,’ etc; not 
merely a different (De W.), but a more 
general and comprehensive statement of 
the preceding clause. The student 
will find a sound sermon on this verse 
by Farindon, Serm. xxi. Vol. 1. p. 139 
(ed. 1849). 


KoV} 


rt avdp. Hpeo- 
‘were still pleasing men.’ It isnot 
necessary either to press the use of the 
imperf. de conutu, or to modify the mean- 
ing of dpéoxw, ‘studeo placere, — a mean- 
ing which it never bears; see Fritz. Rom. 
xv. 2, Vol. ur. p. 221, note. The apos- 
tle says, ‘I am not pleasing men; and a 
clear proof is, that I am Christ’s servant, 
whose service is incompatible with that 
of man.’ The emphasis thus rests on 
%ri (Mey., Brown) which is not merely 
logical (De Wette), but temporal, with 
ref, to the preceding pri. The Ree, 
inserts yap after ei, with DSEJK; Syr., 
and other Vy.; Chrys., Theod., al.,— 
but with but little plausibility, as the 
authority for the omission is strong 
[ABDIFG; 65 mss.; Vulg, Clarom., 
Copt., Arm.; Cyr. (3), Dam.], and the 
probability of interpolation to assist the 
argument, by no means slight. 

4 wnv } This form of the imperf., so com- 
mon in later writers, is found, Xen, Cyr. 
vi 1. 9, Lysias, 1. 17, but is uneauivo- 
cally condemned by the Atticists, Buttm, 
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TO evayyemoNev Um euod, Ste ovK eat KATA 
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The Gospel I preach is not 
of man; and I will confirm 
this by stating my mode of 
life before my conversion. 


Oe \ 9: \ \ se , 
oude yap eyo mapa dvSporrou 


11. 8€] Tisch. ydp. The external authorities for 8: are AD?EJK; many Vv. 
(£th.-Pol. and others omit entirely); Chrys., heod., al.; Ambrst. (Rec., Griesb., 
Scholz., Lachm., De W., Mey.). For yép, BD'FG; 17. al.... Vulg., Cla- 
rom.; Dam., Hier. Aug., al. (Tisch. ; commended by Griesd.). The permu- 
tation of 5¢ and yap is so common that internal considerations become here of some 
importance. The question is, does St. Paul here seem to desire to carry out further 
his previous remarks, to explain, or to prove them? In the first case we could only 
have, as Riick observes, 5¢; in the second, yap or 5¢ (5¢ retaining a faint oppositive 
force, Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 3); in the third, only yép. The context seems 


decisively in favor of the first hypoth., and therefore of 5é, 


remarks that it is commonly found when . 
in combination with ay; this, however, 
is doubtful ; so Lobeck, Phryn. p. 152. 
ll. yvwpi¢w 3é€] ‘Now I certify, 
make known unto you ;? commencement 
of what may be termed the apologetic 
portion of the epistle, ch.i.11—ch._ii_ 
21. The present formula, Usteri ob- 
“serves, is always used by St. Paul as the 
prelude of a more deliberate and solemn 
avowal of his opinion; comp. 1 Cor. xv. 
1, 2 Cor. viii. 1, 1 Cor. xii. 3 (81d y.). 
Aé is consequently here (see crit. note) 
what is termed peraBarixdy, Bekk. Anecd. 
p. 958 (cited by Hartung, Vol. 1. p. 165), 
a. é., it indicates a transition from what 
has been already said, to the fresh aspects 
of the subject which are now introduced. 
For examples of the very intelligible at- 
traction 7d edayy..... 871, see Winer, 
Gr. 66. 6, p. 551. 
Kata wYvSpwrmorp| ‘is not after man,’ 
z.e., ‘is of no human strain?’ ‘xar& 
complectitur vim prepositionum abd (?), 
8:4. et rapd,’ Bengel. This remark, if un- 
derstood exegetically rather than gram- 
matically, is perfectly correct. Kara 
tv¥p., taken per se, implics ‘aftcr the 
fashion, after the manner of man’ ( Wincr, 
Gr. § 49. d, p. 358), but in the present 
context amounts to the more comprehen- 
sive declaration that the evayyéAiov was 


not av&pémuwov, either in its essence or 
5 


ovK ori 


object; ody bmd dySpwrlvav obyrerrat 
Aoy:opav, Theod.: compare Plato, Philed. 
12, 7d & eudy deds 
&ivSp.; where the true qualitative nature 
of the expression is shown by the further 
explanation, GAAG mépa Tod peylotou d= 
Bov. The different shades of meaning 
under which this formula appears in St. 
Paul’s Epp. (ch. iii. 15, Rom. iii. 5, 
1 Cor. ili. 3, ix. 8, xv. 32) must be re- 
ferred to the context, not to the preposi- 
tion; see Fritz, Rom. iii. 5, Vol. 1 p. 
159 sq. and comp. Suicer, Thesaur, Vol 
I. p. 361. 

12. 0b5& yap eyo] ‘for neither did 
I receive it, ete. ;’ proof of the preceding 
assertion. The true force of ovdé has 
here been frequently misunderstood, but 
may be properly preserved, if we only 
observe (1) that in all such cases as the 
present (comp. John v. 22, viii. 42, Rom. 
viii. 7), the particle must reccive its ex- 
act explanation from the context (‘ad- 
sumpta extrinsecus aliqua sententia,’ 
Klotz, Devar, Vol. 11. p. 707), and (2) 
that od ydp, in negative sentences, 
stands in strict. parallelism and_ bears 
corresponding meanings with kal -ydp 
in positive sentences; sce Hartung, Par- 
tik. od8¢, 2. B. 2, Vol. 1. p. 211, and 
comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. s. v. Vol. 1. 
p- 21 sq. We may thus correctly trans- 
late, either (a) nam ne ego quidem, ‘ even 


ouK oT KaTe 
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I who so naturally might have been 
taught of men,’ Hilgenf., Winer zn /oc., 
and Gr.§ 5d. 6, p. 436; or (b) neque 
enim ego, ‘1 as little as the other Apos- 
tles’ (Olsh.); or perhaps a little more 
inclusively, ‘I (distinctly emphatic) — 
as little as any others, whether Xpiorodi- 
daxro Or av&pwrodidaxto. Of these 
(4) is to be preferred not only from con- 
textual but even grammatical reasons ; 
for independently of seeming too con- 
cessive, (a) would also have been most 
naturally expressed by ovd¢ éy& ydp, or 
kal yap odd eye (Riick). ‘This last ob- 
jection Meyer considers invalid on ac- 
count of the normal position of yap, — 
but inexactly ; for though ydp generally 
occupies the 2nd place, yet when the 
Ist and 2nd words are closely united 
(which would here be the case) it occu- 
pies the 3rd: see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. 
p- 261. Tapa aveperov| 
‘from: man ;’ not synonymous with amd 
avSpémov, the distinction between these 
prepositions after verbs of receiving, etc. 
(mapa more immediate, dd more remote 
source), being appy. regularly main- 
tained in St. Paul’s Epp.: comp. 1 Cor. 
xi, 23, mwapéAaBoyv amd tod Kuplov, on 
which Winer (de Verb. Comp. Fasc. 1. 
p: 7) 1ightly observes, ‘non aap& rod 
Kuptov, propterea quod non ipse Christus 
preesentem docuit ;’ see Schulz, Abendm. 
p- 218 sq. otre €d1daxan7|] 
‘nor was I taught it ;’ slightly different 
from the preceding mapéAaBov, the 25:5, 
pointing more to subjective appropriation, 
while wapéaA. only marks objective recep- 
tion (Windischm.): so appy. Beng., ¢al- 
terum (mapéa.) fit sine labore, alterum 
cum labore discendi.’ On the sequence 
obdé—otre, see Winer, Gr. § 55. 6, p. 
436, and esp. Hartung, Partik, oire, 
1.9, Vol. 1. p. 201 sq., where this un- 
usual, but (in cases like the present) de- 
fensible collocation is fully explained. In 


. 


all such passages, 5¢ refers to the forego- 
ing words or sentences, so that od7e is 
used as if od or ov« had preceded; 8é, in 
negative sentences, having often much 
of the force and functions which xa} has 
in affirmative sentences; see especially 
Wex. Antig. Vol. u. p. 157, and comp. 
Klotz. Devar. Vol. u. p. 711. The read- 
ing ov8t (Ree. and even Lachm.) is only 
supported by AD!IFG3 a few mss.; 
Eus., Chrys, al., and, as a likely repe- 
tition of the preceding ovdé, or a correc- 
tion of a supposed solecism, is more than 
doubtful. 
‘from Jesus Christ ;’ gen. subjecti, form- 
ing an antithesis to the preceding rap& 
avp.; Christ was the sowrce and author 
of it (Fell. Hamm.): comp. 2 Cor, xii. 
1, and notes on 1 Thess. 1.6. In ex- 
pressions similar to the present (comp. 


*Ingod Xpiarod| 


ciphyn Ocod, evayy. Tod Xpiotod), it is 
only from the context that the nature 
of the gen., whether sudjecti or objecti, 
can be properly determined; see Winer, 
Gr. § 30.1, p. 168, and comp. notes on 
ver. 7. The peculiar revelation here al- 
luded to may be, as Aquinas supposes, 
one vouchsafed to the Apostle soon after 
his conversion, by which he was fitted to 
become a preacher of the Gospel; comp, 
Eph. iii, 3, where, however, éyvwplodn 
(Lach., Tisch.) is less decisive than Ree. 
eyvdpice. It is a subject of contin- 
ual discussion whether the teaching of 
St. Paul was the result of one single 
illumination, or of progressive develop- 
ment; comp. Reuss. Théol., Chrét. rv. 
4, Vol. 1. p. 42, sq. Thiersch, Apost. 
Age, Vol. 1. p. 110 sq. (Transl.) The 
most natural opinion would certainly 
seem to be this; that as, on the one 
hand, we may reverently presume that 
all the fundamental truths of the Gos- | 
pel would be fully revealed to St. Paul | 
before he commenced preaching ; so, on | 
the other, it might have been ordained, 
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érropSovy avtnv. — #4 
! that (in accordance with the laws of our 
spiritual nature) its deepest mysteries 
/ and profoundest harmonies should be 
| seen and felt through the practical ex- 
\_periences of his apostolical labors. The 
question is partially entertained by Au- 
gustine, de Gestis Pelag. ch. xiv. (82), 
Vol. x. p. 339 sq. (ed. Migne, Par. 1845). 
13. 7eodaate yap] ‘For ye heard,’ 
historical proof, by an appeal to his 
former well known (ixotc. emphatic) 
zeal for Judaism, that it was no hu- 
man influence or human teaching that 
could have changed such a character ; 
ov yap ty, ci we Ocds vy 6 exKadvmTav, 
ottws adpday ~oxoyv petaBodrry, Chrys. 
ThY &vagTpOoHy Tore, k. T. A.| 
‘my conversation in time past,’ ete. 
Auth. Vers. These words are taken by 
most interpreters as simply equivalent 
to thy mote (mpotépay) avact. This is 
not critically exact. As Dr. Donald- 
son suggests, the position of ore is 
due to the verb included in dvaorpo- 
ghv: as St. Paul would have said ay- 
eotpedduny mote, he allows himself to 
write tiv euhy avactpophy wore. Meyer 
aptly cites Plato, Leg. m1. 685 b, 9 ris 
Tpolas GAwois 7d Sevrepov. 
T@ “lovdaicug] ‘the Jews’ religion, 
zt. e. § Judaism ;’ see 2 Mace. ii, 21, xiv. 
88, 4 Mace. iy. 26. On the specializing 
force of the art. with abstract nouns, see 
Scheuerlein, Syntax. § 26. 2. ¢, p. 219. 
érdpdovy} ‘was destroying tt,’ ‘ex- 
pugnabam,’ Vulg., Clarom.: see Acts 
ix. 21, 6 mopShoas év ‘IepovoaAtp Tovs 
émikadounevous, and comp. Aisch. Sept. 
176. Itis not necessary either to mod- 
ify the meaning of mop%eivy with Syr. 


( daca 2 jue eram vastans), Copt. 
(desolabam), and other Vv., or to ex- 
plain the» imperf..as de conatu (oBéoa 


\ , > -_a > - a ¢ Na 
kai TpoeKoTrTov ev TO lovdaicpu@ brrép Tror- 


émexelpet, Chrys.), with the Greek com- 
mentators. As Meyer justly observes, 
St. Paul previous to his conversion was 
actually engaged in the work of destruc- 
tion: he was not a Verwiister mercly, or 
a Verstérer, but a Zerstérer : comp. Acts 
xxii. 4, ediwta &xps Savdrov. ‘The im- 
perfects accurately denote the course of 
the Apostle’s conduct, which commenced 
and continued during the time of his 
Judaism, but, owing to his conversion, 
was never carried out; contrast édiwta, 
Acts, 7. c, 1 Cor. xv. 9, and see Bern- 
hardy, Synt. x. 3, p. 372 sq., where the 
three principal uses of the imperf. (sim- 
ultaneity, duration, and non-completion) 
are perspicuously stated, and comp. the 
more elaborate notice. of Schmalfeld, 
Synt, § 55, pp. 97—111. 


14. cuynatntdtas] ‘ contempora- 
ries.’ Svyvnd. is an Gat Aeydu in the 
N. T., and is only found occasionally in 
a few later writers, e. g. Diod. Sic. 1 53, 
Dion. Halic. x, 49; see Wetst. in loc. 
and the exx. collected by Dindorf and 
Hase in Steph. Thesaur. s.v. Vol. vit. p. 
1378. The compound form (compare 
ouupmeroxos, Eph. iii. 6, v. 7; cvyroww- 
yds, 1 Cor. ix. 28) is condemned by the 
Atticists; Attic writers using only the 
simple form; see Thomas Mag. p. 208 
(ed Bern.), Herodian, p, 433 (ed Koch.) 
meptocot. (nAwths brapx. | being 
from the first more exceedingly a zealot 
or contender ; modal participial clause 
serving to define more particularly the 
peculiar nature of the advance which — 
St. Paul made in Judaism, The com- ' 
parison mepico. is obviously with those 
just mentioned, the moAdol ouvna. ev TG 
yévet mou. TOY TAaTpLK@Y mov 
mapaddcewy| ‘for the traditions of 
my fathers ;’ gen objecti after (nrAwrns, 
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I will confirm this by a re- 
cital of the places where I 
abode, and the countries in 
which I travelled. The 
churches of Judea knew 
of me only by report. 


XapLTos avTod, 

15. & Ses] —ADEJK ; mss.; many Vy., but Syr. (Philox.) with ast. ; Orig. (1) 
Chrys. (1), Theod. (3), al.; Iren. (1), Aug., al. (LRec., Grvesd., but om. om, Scholz, 
[Lachm.] Mey.). Tisch. omits these words with BFG ; some mss.; Boern., Vulg., 
Syr.; Orig. (2), Chrys. (1), Theodoret (2), Iren. (1), Orig. (interp.), Faust. ap. 
Aug., Ambrst., Hier., al. (De W., approved by Mili, Prolegom, p. 47). The acci- 
dental omission, however, seems probable on paradiplomatic considerations (see 


Pref. p. xvi), © having O immediately before, and soon after it. 


— object about which the ¢jA0s was dis- 
played; comp. Acts xxi. 20, xxii. 3, 
1 Cor.>xiv. 12, Tit ii. 14. The inser- 
tion of ov qualifies the more general 
term marpixds, making it equivalent to 
the more special matpomwapddoros, and 
thus certainly seeming here to limit the 
mapad5éce.s to the special ancestral tradi- 
tions of the sect to which the Apostle 
belonged (Meyer), 7. e., to Pharisaical 
traditions ; comp, Acts xxiii. 6, bapicaios, 
vids bapicatwy, and more expressly Acts 
xxii. 38, Katd& thy axpiBeotdrny alpeow 
THs huetepas Spyokelas (nou Papioaios. 
15. bre SE evddn. wk. tT. A] ‘But 
when it pleased God ;’ notice of the time 
subsequent to his conversion, in which the 
Apostle might have been thought to have 
conferred with men, but did not. On 
the meaning of eddoxéw, — here marking 
the free, unconditioned, and gracious will 
of God, see notes on 1 Thess. ii. 8, and 
on its fowr constructions in the N. 'I\, 
notes on Col, i. 19. éx kotrlas 
/pntpds pou] ‘from my mother’s womb,’ 
Ls. e. ‘from the moment I was _born,’— 
not as Calv.,‘nondum genitum,’ Jer. i. 
5; é« being temporal both here and 
Matth. xix. 12, Luke i. 15, Acts iii 2, 
xiv. 8, and marking the point from 
which the temporal series is reckoned: 
see Winer, Gr. § 47. b, p. 328, 
The verb apopicas, as Jowett observes, 


has two meanings, the first physical 
(ZEth.-Pol.), the second and predomi- 
nant one, ethical and spiritual (* segre- 
gavit,’ Vulg., Clarom.); comp. Rom. 
nealie kal kaArdéoas k.T.A.] 
‘and called me by means of His grace ? 
scil. at the Apostle’s conversion (Acts ix. 
3 sq.),—not with any reference to a 
calling, undefined in time, which de- 
pended on the counsels of God, as Riick- 
ert in Joc. : compare Rom, viii. 30, where 
the temporal connection between zpod- 
pioe and éxdAeoe (on the force of the 
aorists see Fritz. 7 loc.) is exactly simi- 
lar to that between a&popioas and Kadréoas 
in the present passage. The kAjois in 
both cases has a distinct origin in time; 
avtdv [Ocdy] &pn Kal mpd aidywy mpoeyrw- 
Kévat kal peta Tadta KekAnkévar Kad’ dv 
katpdy edoxluace, Theod.; comp. Us- 
teri, Lehrd. 11. 2. 2, p, 269. 51a 
Tihs Xap. avrod| ‘by means of His 
grace ;’ grace was the ‘causa medians’ 
of the Apostle’s call; ravtaxoi ris xdp- 
ttos elval pnor td may Kal THs piravdspw- 
tlas avtod tis apdrov, Chrys. The 
moving cause of the call was the Divine 
ev5oxia, the mediating cause, the bound- | 
less grace of God, the instrument, the | 
heaven-sent voice; comp. Winer, Gr./ 
§ 47, p: 337. 

16. &rmoxardpat| ‘to reveal; de- 
pendent on the preceding evdé«noev, not 
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on the participles (Est.),— a connection 
that would involve the unexampled con- 
struction (in the N. T.) eddd«.— iva 
evayy., and would impair the force of 
iva. év éol],‘ within me;’ not 
‘per me,’ Grot., ‘in my case,’ Green, or 
‘coram me,’ Peile, but simply ‘in me,’ 
Vulg., 7. e. ‘in my soul; Xpiorby eixev 
év éauT@ Aadodvta, Chrys. It may be 
admitted, that, owing partly to linguis- 
tic (see on 1 Thess. ii. 16), and partly to 
dogmatical reasons (Winer, G7. § 47. 2. 
obs., p. 322), there is some difficulty in 
satisfactorily adjusting all St. Paul’s 
varied uses of the preposition éy; still, 
wherever the primary meaning gives a 
sense which cannot be objected to dog- 
matically or exegetically, we are bound 
to abide by it. Here this meaning is 
especially pertinent. Both subjectively, 
by deep inward revelations, as well as 
objectively, by outward manifestations, 
was the great apostle prepared for the 
work of the ministry; see Chrysost. zn 
loc. On the arbitrary meanings as- 
signed to év in the N. T., see Winer, 
Gr. § 48. a, p. 348. 
{¢wma] Present: the action was still 
going on. evdéws ov Tpoa- 
avedxépny] ‘straightway I addressed,’ 
etc.; the eSéws standing prominently 
forward and implying that he not only 
men, but did 


evayyea- 


avoided conference with 
so from the very first; od« elrev ar- 
AGs, ‘ov mpooavedéuny,’ GAN’ ‘ cddéws, 
x. t. A,’ Chrys. According to the com- 
mon explanation, evd¢ws is to be con- 
nected in sense with am7ASov, though in 
immediate structure with mpocaveSéuny ; 
‘ Apostolus, — quae fuit ejus alacritas, 
interponit negativam sententiam qui 
ipse in mentem venit,’ Winer, comp. 
Jowett, and Alf. It seems more correct 
to say that evSéws belongs to the whole 
sentence, from od mpocay. to ’ApaBlav, 


which, by means of the antithesis be- 
tween its component negative and af- 
firmative clauses, in fact expresses one 
single thought; ‘immediately I avoided 
all conference and intercourse with man;’ 
comp. Meyer én Joc. od mpog- 
avegseuny] ‘I addressed no communi- 
cation to;’ not exactly ‘non acquievi,' 
Vulg., Clarom., nor quite so much as 


Ls., ft} [non revelavi] Syr., but 


more simply, od« dvexowwaduny, Theod., 
‘I made no communication to, and held 
no counsel with,’ ‘non contuli,’ Beza. 
The prep. mpds does not imply that the 
Apostle ‘did not 2 addition to that con- 
fer,’ (comp. Ust ), but, as not uncom- 
monly in composition, simply indicates 
direction towards : compare mpocavart- 
Seca tots pdvteot (Diod. Sic. xvi. 
116) with mpocavapépew Trois pdvrect 
(ib. ib.), in which latter verb the idea 
of direction is made more apparent; see 
Fritz., Fritzsch. Opuse. p. 204. 

capri cal atpare | ‘flesh and blood ;* 
a Hebrew circumlocution for man, — 
generally with the accessory idea of 
weakness or frailty ; see Hammond and 
Lightfoot on Matt. xvi. 17. The ex- 
pression occurs four times in the N. T., 
apparently under the following modifi- 
cations of meaning: (a) Man, in his 
mere corporeal nature, 1 Cor. xv. 50, 
Heb. ii. 14; (5) Man in his weak in- 
tellectual nature, contrasted with God. 
Mattt. xvi. 17 (contr. Mey.), comp 
Chrys. Vol. x. 675 2, ed. Ben.; (c) 
Man, in his feeble human powers, con- 
trasted with spiritual natures and agen- 
cies, Eph. vi, 12. The present passage 
seems to belong to (b); the apostle took 
not weak men for his advisers or in- 
structors, but communed in stillness 
with God. Chrys., in referring the 
words to the Apostles, himself seemed 
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to’feel the application too limited, as he 
adds, ef S¢ kal wep) mdvrwy avopdrwv 
Tovrd pnow, ode jpels avTepoduer. 

17. ob dt arHASOv] ‘nor did I go 
away,’ scil. from Damascus, — to which 
place the mention of his conversion 
naturally leads his thoughts. It does 
not here seem necessary to press ovdé 
in translation (‘nor yet did I,’ ete., 
Conyb.), as the context does not seem 
climactic; see notes on 1 Thess. ii. 3. 
(Transl.) In the present case it has 
appy. only that qwas¢-conjunctive force 
(see notes ver. 12), by which it appends 
one negation to another, — ‘non apte 
connexa, sed potius fortuito concursu 
accedentia,’ Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1 p. 
707; see notes on Eph. iv. 27, Winer, 
Gr. § 55. 6, p. 432, and esp. Francke, 
de Part. Neg. 11. 2, p. 6. The read- 
ing dvjAdov [Ree; with AJK; mss.; 
Copt., Syr.-Philox.; Chrys., Theod.] 
seems obviously a correction, and is re- 
jected by all the best editors. 

&AAd] The particle has here its usual 
force after a negation, and implies such 
an opposition between the negative and 
affirmative clauses, that the first is, as it 
were, obliterated and absorbed by the 
second ; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 11, 
Fritz. Mark, Excurs. 2, p. 773. Schra- 
der is thus perhaps justified in pressing 
the opposition between od mpocay. and 
@AdAa& ar7AS., as an evidence that St. 
Paul went into Arabia for seclusion ; 
contr. Anger, Rat. Temp. ch. 1v. p. 123. 
In estimating, however, the force of grAd 
in negative sentences, caution must al- 
ways be used, as ok — Ad (not 8%) 
is the regular sequence, like ‘nicht — 
sondern’ (not ‘aber’) in German; see 
Donalds. Cratyl, § 201, eis 
\*ApaBiay| ‘into Arabia,’ possibly the 
| Arabian desert in the neighborhood of 
\ Damascus, ’ApaBla being a term of some- 


what vague and comprehensive applica- 
tion; see Conyb. and Hows. St. Paul, 
Vol. 1. p. 105, and for the various di- 
visions of Arabia, Forbiger, Alt. Geogr. 
§ 102, Vol. um. p. 728 sq. This. brief, 
but circumstantial, recapitulation of St. 
Paul’s early history is designed to show 
that, in the early period after his conver- 
sion he was never in any place where he 
could have learned anything from the 
other apostles. A discussion of the 0b- 
ject (probably religious meditation), and 
of the duration (probably a large por- 
tion of three years) of this abode in 
Arabia, — both, especially the latter, 
greatly contested points, will be found 
in Schrader, Paulus, Part 1. p. 54 sq., 
Wieseler, Chronol. p. 141 sq., Davidson, 
Introd, Vol. 11. p. 75, 80. Aa- 
paokdy] ‘Damascus.’ This most an- 
cient city certainly existed as early as 
the days of Abraham (Gen. xiv. 15, xv. 
2), and is supposed, even at that remote 
period, to have had an independent gov- 
ernment (see L. Miiller, Orig. Regni 
Damase in Iken, Thesaur, Vol. 1. p. 721 
sq.) After being subdued by David 
(2 Sam. viii 5, 6), it revolted under 
Solomon (1 Kings xi. 24), formed the 
seat of a very widely extended govern- 
ment (comp. 1 Kings xx. 1), was recoy- 
ered by Jeroboam, the son of Joash (2 
Kings xiv. 28), united in alliance with 
the kingdom of: Israel, but was after- 
wards taken by Tiglath Pileser (2 Kings 
xvi. 9). After falling successively un- 
der that of the Babylonian, Persian, and 
Seleucid sway, it passed at last under 
that of the Romans (n.c. 64; see Diod. 
Sic. xxxrx. 80), and at the time of the 
Apostle formed a part of the dependent 
kingdom of Aretas (2 Cor. xi. 82). 
For further notices of the history of this 
ancient city, see Winer, RWB, Vol. 1. 
p. 244 sq., Pauly, Real-Enecycl, Vol. m 
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p- 847 sq., Conyb. and Howson, Sé. 
Paul, Vol. 1%. p. 105. 

18. 27m tTpla] ‘three years;’ scil. 
after his conversion, that being the ob- 
vious and natural terminus a quo to 
which all the dates in the narrative are 
to be referred; see notes on ch. ii. 1. 

| How much of this time was spent in 
{ Damascus, and how much in Arabia is 
\ completely uncertain. The only note 
of time in Acts ix. 28, jucpa ikavat, 
which appeurs to include this stay in 
Arabia, has by recent expositors been 
referred solely to the time of preaching 
at Damascus, — though appy. with less 
probability; see Anger, [at. Temp. p. 
122, Wieseler, Chronol. p, 143. 

istopiaa:| ‘to visit, to become ac- 
quainted with; scarcely so little as 
‘videre,’ Vulg., Syr., Copt., al., but 
more in the sense of ‘coram cogno- 
scere,’— to visit and make a _ personal 
acquaintance with. As the meaning 
of this verb has been somewhat con- 
tested, we may remark that it is used 
by later writers with reference to (a) 
places, things, —in the sense of ‘ visit- 
ing,’ ‘making a journey to sce;’ Plu- 
tarch, Thes. 80, Pomp. 40, Polyb. Hisé. 
m1. 48. 12; comp. Chrysost. 6mep of tas 
peydaas méres Kal Aaumpds natapavdd- 
vovres A€éyouow: (b) persons—in the 
sense of ‘seeing,’ ‘making the acquaint- 
ance of;’ Joseph. Antig. vut. 2. 5, ic- 
ropica “EAedoapov; Bell. vi. 1. 8, ov 
eye isrépaoa; somewhat curiously, in 
reference to the pillar of salt into which 
Lot’s wife was changed, Antig. 1. 22, 
iatopnra dé aithy: see, also, Clem. Hom. 
vir. 24 (p. 196, ed. Dressel), ioropijaa 
rovs Ths Sepamelas emituyxovdvtas, ib. I. 
9, p. 32; x1x. 6, p. 376; and exx, col- 
lected by Hilgenf. Gal. p 122, note. 
There is thus no lexical necessity for press- 
ing the primary meaning (Hesych. ioro- 


pet, épwtd) advocated by Bagge in loc. 
The reading Mézpov (Ree.), instead of 
Kngay [A B; a few mss.; Syr., Copt., 
Sahid., Syr.-Phil. in marg., Asth., al.], 
is supported. by preponderating external 
authority [DEFGJK;. mss.; Vulg., 
Clarom., al.; many Ff.], but is rightly 
rejected by most modern editors as a 
probable explanatory gloss. 

émémetva wpds avréyv] ‘I,tarried 
with him; comp. chap. ii. 5, diapeivy 
mpos buas; Matth. xxvi. 55, mpds suas 
éxade(sunv (Lachm.); 1 Cor. xvi. 6, 
mpos tuas S& tuxdv mapaueva, ver. 7, 
emiucivat, mds buds, al, usually. with 
persons; ‘spe nostri scriptores, ut ip- 
sorum Grecorum poete passim, mpds 
cum accus., adjecto verbo quictis, sic 
collocant, ut non sit nisi apud, i. qi, 
mapa cum dativo,’ Fritz. Mark i. 18, p. 
202. We may compare with this the 
legal forms, mpds Siarynthy rAaxeiv, De- 
mosth. p, 22. 28; Sikas elvat mpds rods 
upxovras, ib, 43, 71, ete., where the 
original notion of ‘going to,’ etc., has 
passed into that of mere direction. 

The ém) in éréuewa is not per se ‘inten- 
sive’ (Alf. on Col. i. 23), but appy. 
denotes rest at a place; sce Rost u 
Palm, Lea. s. v. él, C. 8, Vol. 1 p. 
1045. The verh itself has two con- 
structions in the N. T.,— with a simple 
dative (Rom. vi..1, xi, 22, 23, Col. i. 
23, 1 Tim. iv. 16), and with prepp. ért, 
mpos, ev (Acts xxviii. 14, Phil. i. 24); 
see notes on Col. i, 28, and Winer, Verb. 


Comp. m1. p. 11. Huépas dex- 


améyre] The reason for this shortness | 


of St. Paul’s stay is mentioned, Acts 
ix, 29. The apostle specifies the exact 
time of his stay at Jerusalem, to show 
convincingly how very slight had been 
his opportunities of receiving instruc- 
tion from St, Peter or any one else 
there. 
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19. ef ph “IdnwBor] ‘save James,’ 
a. @.. no other a&mdorodoy save him. It 
may be fairly said, that every principle 
of grammatical perspicuity requires that, 
after these words, not merely e7dov, but 
eldov tov amdatodoy be supplied ; comp. 


1 Cor, i. 14, oddéva judy eBdmrioca ef ph 


\ Kploroy kal Tdicy. This is distinctly ad- 
\ mitted both by Mey , Hilgenf., and the 


ae 


best recent commentators, even though 


they differ in their deductions: so very 
clearly Chrys. St. Jumes, then, was an 
amdéatodos (whatever be the meaning as- 
signed to the word), — a fact somewhat 
confirmed by the use of édmoarddous, 
Acts ix. 28. The additional title, 6 
adeApds Tod Kuplov (17d ceuvorddynua, as 
Chrys. terms it), was probably added 
(Ust.) to distinguish this James from 
the son of Zebedee, who was then liy- 
ing. Whether it follows from this pas- 
sage, that Jacobus I’rater and Jacobus 
Alphai are identical (by no means such 
a fiction as Meyer somewhat hastily 
terms it), and that James was thus one 
of the Twelve, is a question which falls 
without the scope of this commentary. 
This consideration only may be sug- 
gested; whether in a passage so circum- 


/ stantial as the present, where St. Paul's 


whole object is to prove that he was no 


_ emissary from the Apostles (comp. ver. 


17), the use of &5eApds, in its less proper 
sense (Kuplouv aveyids, Theod.), is not 
more plausible than the similar one — 
of ardorodos. The most weighty coun- 
ter-argument is derived from John vii. 5, 
ovde yap of adeApod abrod emlarevoy eis 
abréy; but it deserves careful consider- 
ation whether émiorevoy really means 
more than a proper, intelligent, and 
rightful belief; see even De Wette on 
John 1, ¢., and comp. John vi. 64, where 
od morevery is predicated of some of the 
pasntal, and where ver. 67 implies some 


doubt even of of dédeKa. The stu- 
dent who desires to examine this diffi- 
cult question, may profitably consult 
Mill, on the Brethren of our Lord, 
Schneckenburger, on St. James, p. 144, 
sq., Arnaud, Recherches sur l’ Epitre de 
Jude, and the review of it by Deitlein 
in Reuter, Repert. (Aug. 1851), Ne- 
ander, Planting, Vol. 1. p. 351, note 
(Bohn); Blom’s Disputation, (in Vol- 
beding, Thesaur. Comment. Vol. 1.) 3 
Credner, Einleitung, Vol. 1. p. 571; 
Wieseler, Stud. u. Krit. (Part 1. 1842) ; 
and Hilgenf. Galaterbr. p. 219. The 
most recent monographs are those by 
Schaff, Berlin, 1842; and Goy, Mont. 
1845. 

20. & St ypddw xn. 7. A.) ‘but as 
to what I write unto you; not paren- 
thetical, but a strong and reitcrated .as- 
surance of the little he had received 
from the Apostles, & 5& ypapw buiy being 
an emphatic anacoluthon; comp. Wan- 
nowski, Constr. Abs. p. 54 sq., where 
this and similar constructions are fully 
discussed. brit ov Wevdoparl 
‘(I declare) that I lie not ;’ strong con- 
firmatory asseveration of the truth, — 
not of ver. 12 sq. (Winer), but of ver. 
17, 18. In passages marked with this 
sort of abruptness and pathos (see Liicke 
on 1 Joh, ili, 20, p. 245, ed. 2), a verb 
consonant with the context is commonly 
supplied before 671; comp. Acts xiv. 22, 
Accordingly, in the present case, ypddw 
(Mey.), Aéyw (De W.), éort (Riick.), 
duvuut (Ust.), have been proposed as 
suppletory ; the first three arc, however, 
obviously too weak, the last too strong 
— évémuov Tod cod not being any more 
than m4n>°:54, a formal oath (Olsh.). 
If any definite word was in the Apostle’s 
thoughts, it was perhaps diauapripoua 
(Acts x. 42, with ér:); especially as, in 
three out of the five places in which 
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*l Grreita HAYOV els TA KAlwaTA 


a / \ iol a 
THS Xuplas Kal rhs Kiuxias. ™ Aunv $e d&yvooduevos 7S tpocdma 
(am Us fete a a ¥ 
Tats exkrAno tats THS Iovdaias tais év Xpictd, * pwovov dé axovovres 


évém. Tod Ocod occurs, this verb (though 
in slightly different senses and construc- 
tions) is found joined with it; see 2 Tim. 
v. 21, 2 Tim. ii. 14, iv. 1. On this use 
of dz: in asseverations, see Fritz. Rom. 
ix. 2, Vol. um. p, 242. 

21. 7a KAtuatal ‘the regions ;’ 
‘regiones,’ Vulg., ‘partes,’ Clarom.; a 
word only used in the N. T. by St. 
Paul, here and Rom. xv. 23, 2 Cor. 
xi. 10. The primary meaning, as deri- 
vation indicates, is ‘inclinatio’ or ‘de- 
clivitas,’ e. g. kAluara dépa@v, Eustath. p. 
1498. 47 (comp. Polyb. His¢. vi. 6. 1), 
thence with ref. to the inclination of the 
heavens to the poles, ‘a tract of the 
sky,’ KAiua ovpavod, Herodian, x1. 8, 
and lastly, — its most usual meaning, — 
a tract of the earth, whether of greater 
(comp. Athen. x1. p. 523 u) or, as in 
the present case, of more limited ex- 
tent; comp. Polyb. Hist. y. 44. 6, x, 1. 
8. On its accentuation (usually kAtua, 
but more correctly Agua), see Lobeck, 

/ Paralip. p. 418. The journey here 
/ mentioned is appy. identical with that 
._ briefly noticed in Acts ix. 30; see Conyb. 
and Hows. St. Paul, Vol. 1. p. 115. 
Svptas] Not the lower part of Syria, 
called Phcenice (Winer, Ust., al.), but 
‘Syria proper’ (7 &yw Supla, Strabo), as 
St. Paul's object is to show the distance 
he was from any quarter where he could 
have received instruction from the Apos- 
tles; see Meyer im Joc. In Acts xxi. 3, 
Zvpla is used merely in a general way to 
denote the Roman province bearing that 
name: on its divisions, see Forbiger, 
Handb. Geogr. Vol. 11. p. 640. 

Tis KtArklas] Occasionally mentioned 
in combination with Supla (Acts xv. 
28, 41) as geographically conterminous 
(Alf), and as serving to define what 

6 


portion of the larger province is espe- 
cially alluded to. For a general notice 
of this province, see Strabo, Geogr. xiv. 
5, p. 668 sq., Mannert, Geogr, v1. 3, 
p- 32 sq., Forbiger, Alt. Geogr. § 67, 
Vol. 1. p, 271 sq. 

22. 7G mpocdme@) ‘in respect of 
personal appearance,’ scil. ‘ by face ;’ ob8& 
amd dWews yvdpiymos hy avrois, Chrys. 
The general limiting nature of the da- 
tive (Scheuer]. Synt. § 20, Donalds. Gr. 
§ 458) may here be fully recognized: 
the Apostle was not unknown to the 
Churches in every sense, but only in 
regard to his outward appearance. This 
particular dative, commonly called the 
dative ‘of reference to,’ must be care- 
fully distinguished both from the in- 
strumental and the modal dat. (1 Cor. 
xi. 5), and may be best considered as a 
local dative ethically used. Here, for 
instance, the Apostle’s appearance was 
not that by which, but as it were the 
place in which, their ignorance was. 
evinced; see esp. Scheuer]. Synt, § 22. 
a, p. 179, and comp. Winer, Gr. § 31. 
6, p. 193, Bernhardy, Syn. ur. 8, p 84. 
t%s ’lovdalas] The Church of Jeru- 
salem is, however, to be excepted, as 
there the Apostle was ciomopevduevos Kab 
éxmopevduevos, mappnoiatduevos ev TH dv- 
duart Tod Kuplov, Acts ix, 28. 
tats éy Xptorg] Not merely a peri- 
phrasis for the adjective ‘the Christian 
churches,’ but ‘the churches which are 
in Christ ;’ 7. e., which are incorporated 
with Him who is the Head: comp, Eph. 
i, 22, 28, 

23, dxeotovtes hoar| ‘they were 
hearing ;’ scil. the members of these 
Churches; see Winer, Gr, § 67. 1, p. 
655, This periphrasis, which probably 
owes its prevalence in the New Testa- 
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‘ ; : i ee in al Ae eo 
Foav bru 5 Sidkov juas more viv edaryeniferas THY TioTly I 


Tore ETop vel 


‘When Iwent up to Jeru- 
salem, I communicated 


* Kal eddo£alov év éwot Tov Ocov. 
Il. "Eveita 81a Sexateccdpwv érav radu 


my Gospel both in public and private: I resisted the false brethren, and was accredited by the Apostles. 


‘ment to the similar formula in Aramaic 


, Serves to express 
(oon ee] Pp 


‘the idea of duration more distinctly 
than the simple tense; see Winer, Gr. 
§ 45,5, p. 311. In the LXX it seems 
principally limited to those cases in 
which the participle 1s used ‘in the 
original; see Thiersch, de Pent. 1. 11, 
p. 118. Examples are found in Attic 
Greek (see Jelf, Gr. § 375. 4), but com- 
monly under the limitation that the 
participle expresses some property or 
‘quality inherent in the subject; see 
Stallbaum, Plato, Rep. v1.492 4. 

B71 6 Sudbmwv K. 7. A.) ‘our former 
persecutor ;’ the participle being here, 
by means of the art., turned into a 
species of subst., and losing all temporal 
force; see the exx. collected by Winer, 
Gr. § 57, p. 817, and comp. the very 
bold form, rdv éavtfs exovTa, Plato, 
Phedr. 244, n, cited by Bernhardy, 
Synt. v1. 22. obs. p. 316. “Ori is 
‘here not the ‘ér: recitativum’ (Schott), 
—a use of the particle not found in St. 
Paul’s Epp., except in citations from 
the O. T. (Mey.),— but preserves its 
usual relatival force, the ‘oratio indi- 
recta’ which it introduces, passing after- 
wards into the ‘oratio directa’ in the 
pronoun, ‘This latter assumption Mey. 
deems unnecessary, ‘as St. Paul might 
‘eall himself, being now a Christian, 
‘our former persecutor.’ This, however, 
seems forced and artificial. Thy 
mlariv| ‘the faith,’ objectively repre- 
sented as a rule of life (De W.); comp, 
chy iii. 23, 1 Tim.-i. 19, iv.1, al. In 
the Eccles. writers forts is frequently 
‘used in the more distinctly objective 
sense, ‘the Christian doctrine,’ ‘doc- 
trina jidem postulans’ (e. g., Ignat. 


Eph. § 16, miorw cod ev Kak7 SidacKa- 
Ala pxelpn ; Concil, Laod. can. 46, mic- 
rw exuavddvew; see Suicer, Thes. s. v. 


mioris, 2.2), but it seems very doubtful 


whether this sense ever occurs in the 
N.T. In Acts vi.7, traxovew rH ‘alo 
ret seems cértainly very similar to t7a- 
Kove TO evaryyeAty, Rom. x 16 (see 
Fritz. Vol. 1. 17), but even there ‘the 
faith,’ as the inward and outward rule 
of life (see Meyer in loc.), yields avery 
satisfactory meaning, On the various 
uses of mforis, see Usteri, LeArd. 1. 1. 
2, p» 91 sq. 

24. dy enol] ‘in me,’ not ‘on account 
of me’ (Brown), or ‘for what he had 
done in me’ (Jowett), but simply ‘in 
me’ Vulg., Clarom.), ‘ut qui in me in- 
venissent celebrationis materiam,’ Winer 
in loc.: comp. Exod. xiv. 4, €vBSotacdh- 
cou ev bapas. God, as Windisch. ob- 
serves, was working zm St. Paul, and so 
was praised én him. The prep., in such 
eases as the present, points to the object 
as being as it were the sphere in which 
(Eph. i. 17), or the swbstratum:on which 
(1 Cor. vii. 14, see Winer, Gr. p. 345; 
compare Andoc. de Myster, p. 88, ed. 
Schiller) the action takes place. The. 
transition from this to the common usage 
of éy in the sense of ‘ dependence ‘on,’ is 
easy and obvious; see exx. in Rost u. 
Palm, Lea, s. v. A. 2.b, Vol. I. p. 909, 
and comp. Bernhardy, Syné. v. 8. b. p. 
210. 


Cuarrer II. 1. 8:& Sexarecad- 
pwy érady] ‘after an interval of,’ 
‘post,’ Vulg., Clarom., Copt., Armen. ; 
dexatecodpwy maperddvtwy érav, Chrys. 
comp. Acts xxiv. 17, 8” érayv mredvar. 
The meaning of the prep. has here been 
unduly pressed to suit preconceived his- 


‘Crap. I1.4, 2. 


avéBny eis ‘Iepocdkupa eras 
ZDeroy  * 


torical views. Avd, in its temporal sense, 
denotes an ‘action enduring throuyh and 
out of a period of time; and may thus 
be translated during, or after, according 
as the nature of the action makes the 
idea of duration through the whole of 
the period (Heb. ii. 15, 814 wavrds “rod 
Gv), or occurrence at the end of ‘the 
period most prominent. Thus di: zoA- 
Aod xpévov ce édpaxa is correctly ex- 
plained by Fritz. (Fritzsch. Opusc. p. 
163, note), ‘longo temporis -spatio de- 
curso (quo te non vidi) te vidi;’ comp. 
‘Herm. on Vig. No. 377, b. This is the 
correct use of dia. There are, however, 
a few indisputable instances of a more 
Jax use of the prep. in the N. T., to de- 
note an action which took place within, 
not during the whole of a period; e. g. 
Acts v. 19, d:a rijs vunrds Hvoike, where 
both the tense and the occurrence preclude 
the possibility of its being ‘throughout 
the night’ (contr. Meyer), — so also Acts 
xvi. 9—xvii. 10 is perhaps doubtful; sce 
Fritz. Opuse. p. 165, Winer, Gr. § 57. 
i. p. 337. Grammatical considerations, 
then, alone are not sufficient to justify 
Dr. Peile’s paraphrase, ‘not till after ;’ 
‘but on exegetical grounds it may be 
fairly urged that the mention of four- 
teen years, thus undefined by a termi- 
nus ad quem as well as a quo, would be 
singularly at variance with the circum- 
stantial nature of the narrative. “With 
regard to the great historical difficulties 
in which the passage is involved, it can 
here only briefly be said ;— (1) The 
terminus a guo of the fourteen years, 
being purely a subjective epoch, does 
certainly seem that time which must 
have ever been present to the Apostle’s 
thoughts, —the time of his conversion 
(Anger, Wieseler) ; especially as the rn 
rola, ch. i. 18, appear so reckoned. 
(2) Exegetical as well as grammatical 
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Bapva8a, cupraparaBov al 


aw 4 \ \ a 
aveBnv b€ Kata drroKkdduw, Kal dveSéunv adrois 


(xdAwv) considerations seem to show it 
was St. Paul’s second journey ; — for 
how, when misconstruction was so pos- 
sible, could it be passed over? and’ how 
can St. Peter’s conduct be explained ? 


‘But (3) chronolog. arguments, based on 


historical coincidences, make it impos- 
sible to doubt that Ireneus (Her. ut. 
13) and Theodoret (in doc.) are right in 
supposing this the journey mentioned 
Acts xv., and therefore, according to St. 
Luke’s account, the third. In a com- 
mentary of this nature it is impossible 
to allude to the various efforts (even to 
the invalidaion of an unquestionable 
text) to reconcile (2) and (3): it may 
be enough to say that both chronological 
and historical deductions seem so certain, 
that (2) must give way: see the sensi- 
ble explanation and remarks of Thicrsch. 
Apost. Age, Vol. 1. p. 120 sq. (Transl.). 
A complete discussion will be found in 
the chronological works of Anger and 
Wieseler, Davidson, Introd. Vol. 11. p. 
112 sq., Winer, RWB. Art. Paulus,’ 
Conyb. and Howson, S¢. Paul, ch. vii.: 
sce also Meyer zm Joc., Alford, Vol. 11. 
Prolegom. p. 26. TULTApPar- 
aBov nal Tiroyr] ‘having taken with 
me also Titus ;’ the ascensive ka} per- 
haps alluding to his being uncircum- 
cised; comp. Acts xv. 2, MatAoyv rab 
BapydBav nal rivas BAAOuS ef adTay. 
St. Paul was now the principal person 
(cuumaparaB dy); at the preceding (sec- 
ond) visit Barnabas seems to have taken 
the lead ; see Meyer in Joc. 

2. dvéBny dé] ‘I went up too,’ 8k 
having its ‘vim exponendi’ (Fritz. i 


‘loc.), or, as we might perhaps more ex- 


actly say, its redterative force (Klotz, 
Devar, Vol. 1. p. 361, Hartung, Par- 
tik.’$é, 2. 7, Vol. 1. p. 168), and repeat- 
ing, not without a slight opposition, the 
preceding avéBnv. The native force of 
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the particle may just be traced in the 
faint contrast which the explanation and 
introduction of fresh particulars give rise 
to. Kata awoKkdAaAuwpiy] ‘by, 
scil. in accordance with, revelation, — 


| not for my own purposes ;’ karé as usual 


such an explanation. 


implying the rule, the ‘normamagendi ;’ 
see Bernhardy, Synt. v. 20. b, p. 239, 
241. Hermann’s translation ‘ explica- 
tionis causd’ must, on exegetical, and 
perhaps even on grammatical grounds 
(see Fritzsch. Opuse. p. 169), certainly 
be rejected. For (1) dmroxdAvys is never 
used in this lower sense, either by St. 
Paul or any other of the sacred writers ; 
and (2) the current of the Apostle’s 
argument is totally at variance with 
His object is here 
to show that his visit to Jerusalem was 
not to satisfy any doubts of his own, nor 
even any suggestions of his converts, but 
in obedience to the command of God. 


"The objection, that the current transla- 


tion would require card tia amoxdAuny 
(Herm.), may be neutralized by the ob- 
servation that card dmoxdAvyy is in effect 
used nearly adverbially ; see Eph. iii. 3. 
&vedéuny] I communicated ;’ « contuli 
cum eis,’ Vulg., Clarom., compare Syr. 
{patefeci]; ‘enarravi,’ Fritz.; ‘ipsa col- 
latio unam doctrine speciem exclusd 
omni varietate monstrabat,’ Beza. The 
meaning assigned by Green (Gramm. 
N. T. p. 82) ‘to leave altogether in the 
hands of, or at the pleasure of another,’ 
is more than doubtful; in the only other 
place in the N. T. where the word oc- 
curs, Acts xxv. 4, 76 Baotde? avéSero Ta 
Kata Tov TadAoy, the meaning is clearly, 
as here, ‘communicated:’ see Fritz. 
Opuse. p. 169, and the exx. in Wetst. 
in loc, aivrots| ‘to them,’ scil. 
to the inhabitants of ‘IepoodAuua (ver. 1), 
or rather (as the sense obviously requires 
a certain limitation), to the Christians 
residing there, —‘ Christianis gregariis’ 


(Fritz.), as opp. to rots Soxotow, the 


Apostles; comp. Matth. xii. 15, Luke 
v. 17, and see Winer, Gr. § 22. 3. 1, p. 
131, Bernhardy, Synt. v1. 11. b, p. 288. 
The reference to the Apostles collectively 
(Schott, Olsh.), or to the Elders of the 
Church, is not by any means probable, 


kat’ idlav & é] ‘but privately,’ i. e. in to 


a private conference ; comp. Mark iv. 34 ; 


Cuap. II. 2. 


" 
S A pony @ 
the Apostle communicated his evayyéAtoy © ‘ 


to the Christians at Jerusalem openly and Poss 


ff 


unreservedly, but xar’ idfav (between me, dso 


and them, ome eyg ie Syr.) en- 


tered probably more into its doctrinal 
aspects; compare Theod. in Joc. The 
meaning assigned to d¢ (‘I mean’) by 
Alf., who appy. denies any second and 
separate communication, seems here very 
doubtful (see ver. 4), and that to kat’ 
idtay (‘ preferably,’ ‘specially,’) by Olsh., 
distinctly untenable, as kar’ id{ay occurs 
sixteen times in the N. T, and in all 
cases is used in a directly, or (as here) 
indirectly Jocal sense; see Mark ix. 28, 
xiii. 3, Luke x. 23, etc., and compare 
Neand. Plant. Vol. 1. p. 104. (Bohn). 

tots SoKxotciy] ‘to those who were 
high in reputation,’ Scholef. Hints, p. 
88; see Eurip, Hec. 292 (where of d0- 
kobvTes is Opp. to of ddofodytes), and the 
exx. collected by Kypke and Elsner, 
esp. Eur. Troad, 608, and Herodian, 
vi. 1, rods SoxodyTas kad hAuca ceuvotd- 
tous, —in all of which of dox. appears 
simply equivalent to émlonuo: (Theod.). 
There is not then, as Olsh. conceives, 
any shade of blame or irony (Alf.) in 
the expression, but as Chrys. correctly 
observes, ‘rots Soxodci,’ nol, mera ris 
€avtod Kal tiv Kowhy amdvtwy Ayo 
Wipov: see CGicum. in Joc. Bw? 
mos cis kevdy Tpéxw, h edpapor] 
‘lest I might be running, or have (al- 
ready) run in vain;’ t. e. “lest I might 
lose my past or present labor’ (Hamm.), 
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Soxodow, ph mos eis Kevdv tpéxo,  eSpawov. * "AX odSe 


, ny \ 
Titos 6 oly éyol, “EdXAnv ov, 


by leaving others to deem that it was 


if fruitless and unaceredited. This passage 


presents combined grammatical and exe- 
getical difficulties, both of which must 
be briefly noticed, (a) tpéxw. By 
comparing the very similar passage | 
Thess. iii. 5, ufrws emelpacev ... Kad eis 
kevdv yévntat k. T. A., it would certainly 
seem that rpéxw is pres. subj. (see Winer, 
Gr. § 56. 2, p. 448, where both passages 
are investigated); but there is a diffi- 
culty both in mood and tense. The 
former may be explained away by the 
observable tendency of the New Testa- 
ment and later writers to lapse from the 
optat. into the subjunct, (Winer, § 41. b. 
1, p. 258, Green, Gr. p. 72}; the latter, 
either by considering tpéyw a ‘then- 
present,’ opp. to Z3pauov, a ‘ then-past,’ 
or as pointing to the continuance of the 
action. (8) «4 mws then, is not num 
forte (an opinion formerly held by 
Fritzsche, and still by Green, p. 82, but 
well refuted by Dr. Peile), but ne forte. 
(y) €5papuoy may be explained in two 
ways; either (with Fritz.) as an indic. 
after a non-realized etc. hypoth. (Herm. 
de Partic. tv, 1. 10, p. 54), —a structure 
at which, strange to say, Hilgenf. seems 
to stumble, — or indie. after phmws (fear- 
ing lest), the change of mood implying 
that the event apprehended had now 
taken place; see Winer, Gr. § 56. 2, p. 
446: compare Scheuerl. Synt. § 34. a. 
p- 864, Matth. Gr. § 520. 8. We 
have then two possible translations ; (1) 
Purpose; daveSeunv... uhmws epapuov, 
I communicated . . . that I might not per- 
chance have run in vain (as I should 
have done if I had not, ete.) (2) Appre- 
hension; dveddunv... (poBovmevos) uy- 
mws e5papov, I communicated . . being ap- 
prehensive lest perchance I might really 
have, etc.; the verb ‘timendi’ being 
idiomatically omitted; see Gayler, de 


« 


f. 
MaerL ha ‘ 


nvayKkaa sn TepitunShvar 


Part. Neg. p. 327, Schmalfeld, Syné. 9 
152. Of these (2) seems most in ac- 
cordance with St. Paul’s style; see 1 
Thess. 7. e., and ch. iv. 11. To 
both translations, however, there are 
very grave objections; to (1) on logical, 
to (2) on exegetical grounds: to (1), 
because it was not on the communica- 
tion or non-communication of his Gos- 
pel that St. Paul’s running in vain 
really hinged, but on the assent or dis- 
sent of the Apostles: to (2), because it 
is incredible that he who went up kar’ 
&moxddvyiy could have felt any doubt 
about his own course. To escape these 
difficulties we must adopt one of two | 
explanations (neither wholly free from 7 


\ 
i 


objections); either we must refer the { 
words, objectively, to the danger St. . 
Paul’s converts might have run of be- 
ing rejected by the Church if he had 
not communicated; or (which is most 
probable), sudjectively, with the Greek 


commentators, to the opinions of others ; f f bore 


tua diddkw tobs Tadta bromtevovras srt! 
ov eis Kevdy Tpéxw, Chrys.; sce Ham-| 
mond im loc. If others deemed St. 
Paul's past and present course fruit- 
less, it really must in that respect have 
amounted to a loss of past and present 
labor. 

3.4AA” obdé] ‘Bué (to distinctly 
prove, a fortiort, that I had not run in 
vain) not even,’ etc. The emphasis rests 
on Tiros,-— Titus, whom the apostles 
might have required to be circumcised, 
even while in general terms they ap- 
proved of St. Paul’s preaching. On 
this gradational force of Ad’ oddé (‘at 
ne— quidem,’ ‘indicant, silentio oblit- 
terata re leviore, afferri graviorem’), see 
Fritz. in loc, (Opuse. p. 178), and comp. 
Luke xxiii, 15, Acts xix. 2. The true 
separative force of dAAd (‘aliud jam 
esse quod sumus dicturi,’ Klotz, Devar. 
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Vol. 1. p, 2),is here distinctly apparent. 
“EAAny dv) ‘being a, Greek” scil. in- 
asmuch as, or though he was a Greek,’ 


xalro. “EAAny &v, Theodoret ; not ‘and, 


was a Greek,’ Alf., the appended parti- 
cipial clause not. being predicative, but 
concessive, or suggestive of the reason 
why the demand was made; compare 
Donalds. Cratyl. § 305, Gr. 492 sq. 
Avayndadn] ‘was compelled,’ The 
choice of this word seems clearly. to 

{imply that the circumcision of Titus 
was strongly pressed on St. Paul and 
\ St. Barnabas; see Baur, Paulus, p. 121. 
It does not, however, by any means ap- 
pear that the Apostles were party to it; 
in fact, if we assume the identity of this 
journey with the third, the language 
of Acts xv. 5 seems distinctly to imply 
the contrary. 

4.51 52 robs wapetoantous 
pevdadéagous| ‘and that, or now tt 
was, because of the false brethren. insid- 
tously brought in,’ scil. otk jvaykaodn 
mepitundjvat; explanatory statement (5¢ 
explicative; see below) why Titus was 
not compelled to be circumcised, viz., 
because the pevdddeApo: were making it 
a party matter. The construction is not 
perfectly perspicuous, but it does not 
appear necessary either to regard it as 
a positive anacoluthon (Rink, Lucudr. 
Crit. p. 171, Hilgenf. in. loc.), or an 
anacol. arising from two. blended ‘con- 
structions’(Winer, Gr. § 63, p. 502) still 
less a connection of ver. 4 with ver. 2 
(Bagge, al.). The difficulty, as the 
Greek expositors seem. to have felt, is 
really in the dé: this, however, is neither 
mepirtés. (Theod. compare Theod. M.), 
nor equivalent to o8¢ (compare Chrys., 
Theoph., Gicum.), but simply explica- 
tive (‘declarat et intendit,’ Beng.), and 
faintly ratiocinative;, see Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. u. p. 362. Alford comp. dé, ver. 


2, but. the. uses seem clearly different ;, 
there the insertion. of aitois naturally; 
suggests a.contrast, while here the naked 
statement od« qvaryk. mepiTw. as naturally 
prepares us. for a restrictive explanation. 
mapetcaKtous| ‘instdiously brought 
in,’ Scholef. This word appears to, 
have two meanings, (@) advena, adven- 
titius, dAAdrptos (Hesych., Suid., Phot.) ;, 
comp. Georg, Al.. Vit., Chrys.. 40. (cited 
by Hase, Steph. Thes. Vol. vi1t. p. 187), 
mapelcaxte THs moAews Hua; (B), irrep- 
titius ; compare Prol. Sirach, 2apéaoyos 
mapeloaxtos, —@ meaning still further 
enhanced by wapeto7ASov; compare 
2 Pet. ii. 1, Jude 4. The compound 
WevdddeApor designates those «who. did not 
acknowledge the great. principle of faith 
in. Christ, being the only means of sal- 
vation (Neander, Plant. Vol. 11. p. 114, 
Bohn), while their znérusive character 
is well marked by the compounds za- 
peionaAsoy and mapeodxrovs; compare 
Polyb. Hist. 1, 18, 3, mapeurdyeoda. kad 
Tapeiomimrew-eis TAS TOALOpKOUMevas d= 
Aeus. oitives] ‘men. who,’ ‘a 
set of men who,’ —not simply equiva- 
lent to of (Ust.). but specifying the class 
to which they. belonged; see Matth. Gr. 
§ 483, Jelf, Gr. § 816, and notes on. ch, 
iv. 24, where the uses of Saris are more 
fully discussed. The translation of Fritz, 
‘ quippe qui’ (comp. Herm. Gd. R. 688), 
is here unduly strong ;, even in classical 
Greek, what is commonly termed.a causal, 
may be more correctly considered an ez- 
plicative sense; see Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 
s. v. 8, Vol. 11. p. 383. This, too, is the 
prevailing sense in the later writers; see 
Dindorf in Steph. Thesaur. s. v. 
KaTacKkomw} oat) ‘tospy out,’ - % 3 
{ut explorarent] Syr., ‘ explorare,’ Vulg.; 
not ‘ut dolose eripiant libertatem Chris- 
tianam,’ (Dindorf, Steph. Thes. 8. v. 
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vA e A iN ve. 
wa Tas KaTaoovrAwaovaow * ois ovdé pos dpay eifapey T) UTo- 


Tayh, wa adijSea, Tod ebayyedtov Siapeivyn pos vas. ° dard 

5. ois, 0d8¢] These words are. omitted by, the first, hand of D (Tisch. Cod, Cla- 
rom. p. 568) E.;, Irenzeus (p. 200, ed. Bened,), and, according to, Jerome, in some. 
Latin manuscripts : : Tertullian, and Ambrose appear only to have rejected the rela- 
tive; see adv. Mare. vy. 3. It is obvious that such an omission would greatly. 
simplify the, structure, but this very fact in a critical point of view makes it sus- 
picious, When to this we add the immense preponderance of external authority, 
we can entertain but little doubt that ofs ovdé is genuine; see Bagge zn Joc., who, 


has well discussed this reading. 


Vol. rv. p. 1232), karacxor. being here 
used in the same (hostile) sense as ka- 
Tackomevoa, Josh, ii. 2; dpis mas kal rH 
Tay KatacKdTwy mpoonyopia edjrwoe Tov 
méAeuov. exeivwy, Chrys. év 
Xptar@| Not ‘per Christum,’ a mean- 
ing it may bear (Fritz. p. 184) but in 
the fuller and deeper sense ‘zn Christ ;’ 
see notes on ver. 17. iva mas 
katadovAsacovary] ‘that they may 
succeed in enslaving us ;’ the tense point- 
ing to the result, the compound to the 
completeness of the act; comp. 2 Cor. 
xi. 20. Although this reading is con- 
firmed by a, decided preponderance of 
uncial authority [ABCDE], and the 
improbability of ‘a correction very great, 
still the instances of iva with a future 
are so. very few (Gayler, Part. Neg. p. 
169), and these, too, so reducible in 
number (Klotz, Devar. Vol, 1. p. 631), 
that we are not justified in saying more 
than this, that the future wppears. used 
to convey the idea of duration (Winer), 
or perhaps, rather, of issue, segwence 
(Schmalfeld, Syné. § 142; comp. Alf.), 
more distinctly than the more usual 
aorist subj. Though excessively doubt- 
ful in classical writers (Herm, Partie. 
ay, 1. 13, p. 134), a few instances are 
found in later authors; see Winer, Gr. 
§ 41, b. 1, p. 259. 

5. 0h imorayh) ‘by yielding them 
the subjection they claimed,’ dative of 
manner ; see Winer, Gr. § 31. 7. p. 194, 
comp, Scheuerl, Synt. § 22. 6, p, 180. 


The article is not merely the article with 
abstract nouns (Gree, Gr. p. 146), but 
is used to specify the obedience which | 
the false brethren (not the Apostles, | 
Fritz.) demanded in this particular case, ! 
Hh @Ahdera rod evayyealou| ‘the 
truth of the Gospel; the true teaching 
of the Gospel, as opposed to the false | 
teaching of it as propagated by Juda- , 
izers, ¢. e., as in verse 16, the doctrine ) 
of justification by faith. The distinc- 
tion drawn by Winer (Gr. § 34. 3, p. 
211) between such expressions as the 
present, — where the governing noun is 
a distinct element pertaining to the gov- 
erned, and such as mAovrov &dnAdrys, 
1 Tim. vi. 17, katvdens (wis, Rom. vi. 
4,— where it is more a rhetorically 
expressed attribute, though denied by 
Fritz. Rom, Vol. 1. p. 368, seems per- 
fectly just. A doctrinal import is con- 
tained in 4 GAfSe1u Tod edayy., Which is 
entirely lost by explaining it as merely 
Td dAndés evaryyéAtov. diauelyn 
mpods dmas| ‘might remain steadfast 
with you,’ ‘permaneat|-eret]’ Vulg., 
Clarom.; the 8a obviously being znten- 
sive, asin Heb, i, 11, 2 Pet. iii. 4; comp. 
Chrys., a... Toro bia tay %pywv Be- 
Badowmer. mpds buas| See 
on ch, i. 18. 

6. ard Stray BoKotyrwy eival 
Tt Kk. 7. A.) ‘But from those who were 
high in reputation ;’ —interrupted de- 
claration of his independence of the of 


doxovvres. The meaning of this verse 
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mpocorov Ocds dvSpwrrov od AapBdver) euor yap ot Soxodvtes 


is perfectly clear, but the structure is 
somewhat difficult. According to the 
common explanation, éms—elvai 7 is a 
sentence that would naturally have ter- 
minated with ovdty Z\aBov or mpoceda- 
Bouny (not edddxSqy, Winer, § 47. p. 
831), or more correctly still, otééy po 
mpocaveré9n; Owing, however, to the 
parenthesis é7oto: — AauBaver, the natu- 
ral structure is interrupted, and the sen- 
tence, commenced passively, is concluded 
actively with éuol yap x. 7. A.; see Winer, 
Gr. § 63.1. 1, p. 502. The real diffi- 
culty of the sentence, however, lies in 
the following ydp. That it is (a) merely 
resumptive, Scholef. (Hints, p 74), Peile, 
ai., is indemonstrable; as, of the pas- 
sages usually cited in favor of this force, 
viz. Acts xvii, 28, 1 Cor. ix. 19, 2 Cor, 
vy. 4, Rom. xv. 27, the first three are 
clearly instances of the argumentative 
force (see Winer, Gr. § 53. 10. 38, p 403, 
Meyer on Cor. i.ce.), while in the fourth 
the words eddécnoay yap are mercly 
emphatically repeated. That it is (0) 
argumentative, either as giving a reason 
for ovdév por diapeper x. 7. A. (Alf), or 
for mpdowrov eds x. tT. A. (Mey.), is 
logically and contextually improbable, 
as parenthetical and non-parenthetical 
parts would thus be confused and inter- 
mingled, If, however, yap be regarded 
as (c) explicative, the whole seems clear 
and logical. ‘To avoid the words doxotv- 
twy elvaf ts being misunderstood, and 
supposed to assign an undue preémi- 
nence to these Apostles, St Paul hastily 
introduces the parenthetical comment, 
leaving the former sentence incomplete : 
then, feeling that its meaning was still 
so far from obvious as to need some jus- 
tification, he reverts to it, slightly quali- 
fying it by the emphatic éuol, slightly 
justifying it by the explicative ydp, ‘to 
me (whatever they might have done for 


others) i is certainly a fact that,’ ete. 
On this explicative force of ‘yap, see 
Donalds. Gr. § 618, Klotz. Devar. Vol. 
m. p 233 sq., Hartung, Partik. ydp § 2, 
and comp. Liicke, John iv. 44. Of 
the other interpretations of this difficult 
passage, none appear to deserve special 
notice except that of the Greek writers: 
(Chrys.. however, is silent, and Theod. 
has here a dacuna), who connect amb Tav 
Soxotvrwy immediately with ovdéy por 
Siaéper in the sense of oddeuta wor ppov- 
tls mept t@v Sox. (Theoph.), but thus 
assign an untenable meaning to a7é, and 
dislocate the almost certain connection 
of érotel mor’ Foav with what follows. 
Further details will be found in Meyer, 
De Wette, and Fritzsche (Opuse. p. 201 
sq-)- The Vv. are for the most part 
perplexingly literal (comp. Vulg.); the 
Syr., however, by its change of yap into 


mn 


—? seems certainly in accordance with 


the general view adopted above. 
T&v SoxotyTwy elval r1] ‘whowere 


deemed to be somewhat,’ wpe le? 


[qui reputati erant] Syr., ‘qui videban- 
tur,’ Vulg ; used with reference to the 
judgment of others (contrast ch. vi. 2), 
and so, perfectly similar in meaning to 
Tots Soxovow, ver. 2; comp. Plato, Gorg. 
572 A, bd morAdrAGv Ka Son. elval Ti; 
EButhyd, 303 c, r&v ceuvay xa Sox. Tt 
eivat. dmotol rote] ‘qual- 
escumque ;” mote not being temporal, 
‘olim,’ Beza (perhaps suggested by the 
‘aliquando’ of Vulg.), but connected 
with dzoto. which it serves to render 
more general and inclusive; compare 
Demosth, Or. de Pace, tv. 15 (p. 60), 
érola mor’ early airy, cited by Bloomf. 
and Fritz. in. loc, hoay may 
certainly refer to the period of the 
Apostles’ lives when they were uncon- 
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verted, or when they were in attendance 
on our Lord (a view strongly supported 
by Hilgenf.) ; it seems, however, far 
more natural to refer the tense to a past, 
relative to the time of writing the words. 
ovdév pot S1a9g.] ‘it maketh no mat- 
ter to me.’ For examples of this less 
usual, but fully defensible insertion of 
the dative, see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 384, 
and comp. Wetst. in loc. 

ampdcwmov Ocdsx.7.A.] ‘God ac- 
cepteth no man’s person’— xpdawmov put 
forward with emphasis, while Ses and 
av%p. form a suggestive contrast ( Mey.) ; 
‘God looketh not to the outward as 
men do, and judgeth on no partial prin- 
ciples, and no more did I his servant.’ 
This and the equiv. expression BAézew 
eis mpdcwr. avSp. are in the N. T. al- 
ways used with a bad reference; see 
Matth. xxii. 16, Mark xii. 14, Luke xx. 
21. The corresponding expression in 
the O. T. om:£ swa (translated some- 
times Savud(ew mpdcwrov; comp. Jude 
16) is used occasionally in a good sense; 
see Gen. xix. 21, and comp. Fritz. and 
Schott in loc, 
‘communicated nothing,’ ‘addressed no 
communication to ;’ ‘contulerunt,’ Vulg., 
Clarom., and more distinctly ‘dixerunt,’ 
8th.-Pol. ‘notum fecerunt,’ Arm. ; as 
in ch.i. 16. In spite of the authority 
of the Greek expositors (uddovres Ta 
éud ovdey mpoceSnkay, ovdiy BidpSwoay, 


TpocavesevTo| 


Chrys.), and appy of Syr. (e2.m0| 


adjecerunt), Copt. [owowah.], Goth. (‘an- 
ainsokun ’), al., it still seems more safe 
to retain the same meaning in both pas- 
sages. There is weight in the argument 
urged in ed. 1 (see, too, Wieseler, Chro- 
nol. p. 195 note), that mpocavéd. here 
may seem to specify addition, as in con- 
trast with aveSéuny ver. 2, still the ten- 
dency of later Greek to compound forms 


7 


(compare notes on ch. iii. 13), and the 
perfect parallelism of this with the sém- 
ularly negative formula in ch. i. 16, are 
tacit arguments which seem slightly 
to preponderate. In the passage 
commonly referred to (Xen. Mem. 1. 
1. 8), mpocavadéoda: merely implies 
‘etiam sibi adjungere, scil. suscipere’ 
(see Kiihner tm Joc.), and so proves 
nothing, except that Bretschn., Olsh., 
Riick., al., must be incorrect in trans- 
lating ‘nihil mihi preeterea imposuerunt,’ 
as this expresses a directly opposite idea. 
Under any circumstances, there is noth- 
ing either in this word, or in the whole 
paragraph, to substantiate the extraor- 
dinary position of Baur, that the Apos- 
tles only yielded to St. Paul’s views 
after a long struggle. 

7. BAA TobvavTloyv] ‘but on the 
contrary ;’ scil. so far from giving in- 
structions to me, they practically added 
the weight of their approval: 7d évay- | 
thoy Tod méeupacda 7d émavéoat, Chrys. 
Surely this was not exactly leaving St. 
Paul ‘to fight his own battle,’ Jowett, 
Alf. memiatevuat| The prin- 
cipal instances in the New Testament 
of this well-known structure will be 
found, Winer, Gr. § 32. 5, p. 204. On 
the use of the perfect as indicating per- 
manence, duration, ‘concreditum mihi 
habeo,’ see ib. § 40. 4, p. 242. Usteri 
calls attention to the accurate use of the 
perf. here, compared with the aorist in 
Rom, iii. 2, émorevSynoay (*Iovdalo) ra 
Adyia Tov @eod. THS &Kpo- 
Bvottlas] ‘of the uncireumeision,’ scil. 
may axpoBtorwy ; ov Ta mpdyyara Aéywr 
avtd GAAX Ta Grd ToOUTwWY yywpiCueva 
Z3vn, Chrys, ; comp. Rom. iii. 30. The 
derivation of axpof. (not &kpov, Biw, but 
an Alexandrian corruption of axporoc- 
Sta) is discussed by Fritzsche, Rom. ii. 


26, Vol. 1. p. 136, Kadas Ie 


} } 
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IdxwBos kai Kndas cal Iwdvyns, oi Soxodvtes otddou eivat, deE- 


Tpos kT. A,] ‘even as, Peter was of the 
circumcision.’ St. Peter here appears as 
the representative of the ‘J udenapostel i 
(Meyer ;, comp. Grot.); on, the principle 
that ‘a potiori fit. denominatio;’ for 
though originally chosen, out as the first 
preacher to the Gentiles, (Acts xv. 7), 
his. subsequent. labors, appear, to, have 
been, more among Jews.; compare 1 Pet. 
Toda On the use of xadds, see notes 
on, ch. iii. 6, and on, its. most, suitable 
translation, compare notes. on, 1. Thess, 
i. 5 (Transi.), 

8. 6, yap: evepy, x. 7 A] ‘For He 
who wrought (effectually) for Peter,’ 


Leos Syr., ‘Petro,’ Vulg., Clarom. ; 


not ‘im Petro,’ Grot.; historical con- 
firmation of what precedes, added paren- 
thetically. There are: four constructions 
of, évepyéw in. St. Paul's Epp, ;, (a), évep- 
yéw. tt, 1 Cor. xii. 11; (5) evepyéw ey 
aut, Eph. ii. 2; (¢) evepyéw, ts, Tu, 
ch, ili. 5; (d) evepyéw tu, els tr, here; 
comp, Prov. xxxi. 12. In this latter 
case the dative is not governed by: évep- 
yéw, as the verb is not, a pure compound 
[there is, no form épyéw],, but. is the, dat. 
commodi, ‘O évepynoas, it, may be 
observed, is not Christ (Chrys., Aug.), 
but God (Jerome); for, in the first 
place, St, Paul, always, speaks. of his 
Apostleship, as, given by God (Rom. xv. 
15, 1 Cor, xv..10, Eph. iii. 2) through, 
Christ (Rom. i. 5; compare; ib, xv. 18, 
and ch,i. 1); and secondly, this évepyety 
is distinctly ascribed to God, 1 Cor, xii. 
4, Phil, ii. 18, els &maoro- 
Hv] ‘for or towards, the Apostleship,’ 


t, @. for the successful: performance of it, 


(Hamm.), not merely. ‘in, respect of it’ 
(Mey.), —.a, meaning. lexically admissi- 
ble both in classical wxiters (Rost u, 


Palm, Lez, s..v. eis, ¥. 2; Vol. 1, p. 804), 
and.in the N. T. (Winer, Gr.§ 49.,.a, De» 
354) but here, contextually insufficient, 
as, the sense seems. almost, obviously. to 
require the:more definite notion. of pur- 
pose, or contemplated, object; compare. 
2 Cor. ii. 12, eis 7d. ebaryyéAvuy (to, preach. 
the Gospel), Col. i. 29, The. second eis, 
is joined with 7. Z3vn by what. is. called, 
‘comparatio compendiaria,’ Jelf, Gr. § 
781. 

9. Kal yudvres] ‘and, having be-. 
come. aware ;’ continuation of the: inter- 
rupted narrative ;, iSdvres, (Ver. 7),.... 
kal yvdytes, The former participle ap-. 
pears. to refer to the mental, impression 
produced, when the nature and. success 
of St.. Paul’s. preaching was brought, 
before them ; the. latter, to the result, of 
the actual information they. derived from, 
him; but, see. notes ch. iv. 9. 

"1Ldicw Bos], ‘James,’ the Brother of 
our Lord (ch. i. 9), Bishop of Jerusalem, 
—and as such, placed first in, order in 
the recital of acts that took place in that 
Church. Ireneeus. (Heer. ut. 12, ad 
fin.) in noticing this subject, uses the 
strong expression, ‘qui cirea. Jacobum 
Apostoli;’ see Grabe in, loc. The 
reading Meérp. kal, Ide. has but weak 
external support [DEFG; Clarom., 
Goath,, Theod, (4), Greg. Nyss,, al.], 
and on internal grounds is highly sus- 
picious. of Soxobvres k. 7. A.J 
‘who have the reputation of being,’ obs 
mdytes TayTaxo) Tepipepovor, Chrys. ; 
doxéw not being pleonastic, but retaining 
its. usual and: proper meaning ; see exx, 
in Winer, Gr. § 65. 7, p- 640, The. 
metaphor is illustrated by Suicer Thes, 
8. V. @TvAos, Vol. 1. 1044, Wetst. in 
foc., and (from Rabbinical, writers). by, 
Schoettg. Hor. Hebs. Vol, 1., p. 728, 729,. 
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avtol dé els THY seeping 
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Lev, 6 Kal éorroviaca avTo TobTO ToLhoa 


The most apposite quotations. are per- 
haps, Clem. Rom, 1. 5, of 8:xadraro: 
arvAat, Euseb. Hisé;, vi. 41, oreppol. xa 
Bakdpio oTDAoL. delias...Kor- 
uwvlas| ‘right hands of fellowship,’ scil, 
in the Apostolic office of teaching and 
preaching; comp. Schulz, Adendm. p. 
190.sq, The remark of Fritzs. (Opusc. 
p- 220, comp. Mey.), — ‘articulum tas 
detids THs Kowwvias non desiderabit, qui 
Sek. now. dextras. sociales,.t. e. dex- 
tras ejusmodi, quibus societas confletur 
valere reputaverit,’ is scarcely necessary. 
As. Setias in the phrase detids diddy 
(1 Mace. xi..50, 62, xiii. 50) is usually 
anarthrous, the principle of correlation 
(Middleton, Gr. Art. ut. 33) causes it 
to be omitted with kowwvias; compare 
Winer, Gr. § 18. 2. 6, p, 142. The sep- 
aration of the gen. from the subst. on 
which it depends occurs. occasionally in 
St. Paul’s, Epistles, and is, usually due 
either to explanatory, specification (Phil, 
ii, 10), correction (1 Thess. ii. 13), em- 
phasis (1 Tim. iii, 6), or, as appy. here, 
merely structural reasons, — the natural 
union of detias and: ZdwKay, and of @w- 
kav and its dative; comp. Winer, Gr. 
20. 3. 2, ps 172, lva nm eis 
Ta %3yvn] ‘that we—to the Gentiles,’ 
not evayyeaArCepueda, (Winer, Gr. p 618), 
as. this verb is not found with eis in St. 
Paul’s Epp. (Mey.), but either simply 
mopeus@uev, OF perhaps better améaro- 
Aor yerdueda, ‘apostolatu fungeremur,’ 
Beza. It is scarcely necessary to 
/ add that this.compact was intended to be 
\. rather general than specific, and that the 
terms %vn and. mepitouy have more of 
| a geographical than a mercly personal 
reference. St. Paul knew himself to be 
the Apostle of the Gentiles (comp. Itom. 
xi, 13); but this did not prevent him 


(xara 7b eiwSds, Acts. xvii, 2), while in 
Gentile lands, preaching jirs¢ to. the 
Jews; see Acts: xvii. 10, xviii. 5, xix. 8 
The insertion of péy after jets [with 
ACDE; more than. thirty mss, ; Copt., 
Syr.-Philox. ; Chrys. al,},seems.certainly 
a. grammatical insertion. 

10. udvoy TAY mraXaY KT. X.] 
‘only that we should remember the.poor ;' 
limiting clause. dependent on, detids. Z5u- 
«kav and expressive of the condition at- 
tached to, the gencral. compact: 
were to go to the Gentiles, they to the 
circumcision, with this. stipulation only, 


that we were not, to forget the poor in| 


Judea,;’ 
pA) ee 


comp. Rom. xv. 26, 27, 1 Cor. 
There. is, thus. no. ellipsis. of 
aitodyTes, TapakaAovyres, Or indeed, of 
any. verb; the wdvoy. carries its. own. ex- 


planation ; ‘imperium. ipsa voce, udyoy ' 


adsignificatum, ut id sit quod «al map- 
hyysiaav,, Tritzsche, Matth. Excurs. 1 
p-, 839. & Kal 
ks T.X.| ‘which very thing I was also 
Sorward to do,’ literally ‘ which, namely, 
this very thing, I was also,’ etc. ;, adrd 


écnm0vdaca 


nm oO = 
TovTO ({o01 a61 Syr.) not being redun- 


dantly joined. with @, ‘ per Hebraismum’ 
(Riick., B. Crus., and even Conyb.), but 
simply forming an emphatic epexegesis 
of the preceding relative; see Winer, 
Gr. § 22. 4, p. 184. Occasionally in 
the N. T. (Mark i. 7, vii. 25, Rev. vii. 
2 al., and (as might be conceived) not 
uncommonly in. the LXX., there seem 
to, be clear instances of a Hebraistic re- 
dundancy of the simple airds, but appy. 
never of this stronger form ards: ob7os ; 
sce Winer, Gr. J, c., and comp. Bornem. 
Schol, Luc. p. Liv. 
‘I was forward, ‘1 evinced omovdh;’ 
with an appended object-infin. ; comp. 


écmotvdacal 


m tn @ 


Le i, r Co Nlecs 


1100 Gle nda le 


I ne AA we oe Be gs 


Bt 


‘6 we! 


pene 


ad ¥ 
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urging that to observe the law as a justifying principle is to make void the grace of God. 


Eph. iv. 3, 1 Thess. ii. 17. The aor. is 
here correctly used, not for the perfect 
(Conyb.), nor even for the pluperf., nor 
yet exactly as expressing the’habit (com- 
pare Alf.), — this usage being somewhat 
doubtful in the N. T. (see Winer, Gr. 
§ 40. 5, 1, p. 248, and notes on Eph, i. 
3),— but simply an historical fact that 
belongs to the past, without its being 
affirmed or denied that it may nut con- 
tinue to the present; See Fritz. de Aor. 
Vi, p. 17, and on 1 Thess. ii. 16. 

The passages usually adduced (Rom. 
xv. 27, 1 Cor. xvi. 1 sq., 2 Cor. viii. 1 
8q., compare Acts xi, 17 sq, xxiv. 17) 
illustrate the practice, but not the tense, 
being subsequent to the probable date of 
this Epistle, All historical deductions 
from this passage, except, perhaps, that 
Barnabas had recently left St. Paul 
(hence the sing.; see Winer, zn Jdoc.), 
seem very precarious. 

ll. dre BE HADEv Knogas] ‘But 
when Cephas came,’ ete. Still further 
proof of the Apostle’s independence by 
| an historical notice of his opposition to, 
_and even reproval of St. Peter’s incon- 
sistent conduct at Antioch: see some 
good remarks on this subject in Thiersch. 
History of Church, Vol. 1. p. 123 sq. 
(Transl.). The reading Mérpos (Rec. ) 
is fairly supported [DEFGJK ; Demid., 
Goth.; mss.; Chrys., al.], but still even 
in external authority inferior to Knpas, 
[Lachm., Tisch., with ABCH; a few 
mss. ; Syr., Copt., Sahid,; Clem,, al.], not 
to mention the high probability of Mérpos 
having been an explanatory change. 
kata rpdawmor| ‘tothe face,’ Auth, 


‘in faciem,’ Vulg., maoaslo [in fa- 
e a 4 

ciem ejus] Syr., — not ‘coram omnibus, 

aperto Marte’ (Elsn., Conyb., al.), this 

being specified in ZumpooSev mdvtwyv, ver. 

44: comp. Acts xxv, 16, and perhaps ib. 


iii. 13, xard mpdowmov TiAdrou, ‘to the face 
of Pilate.’ The preposition has here its 
secondary local meaning, ‘e regione ;’ 
the primary idea of horizontal direction 
(Donalds. Gr. § 479) passing naturally 
into that of local opposition. This may 
be very clearly traced in the descriptions 
of the positions of troops, ete., by the 
later military writers; e. g. Polyb. Hist. 
1. 84.5, of KaT& tovs eAepavras Taxdev- 
tes; tb. tb. 9, of kara 7d Aaidy; With 
mpdcwmoy, tb, ut. 65, 6, x1. 14. 6: see 
Bernhardy, Synt. v. 20, b, p. 240, Do- 
bree, Advers. Vol. 1. p. 114. Th 

gloss kara oxijma (in appearance, —si0g 
in reality) adopted by Chrys., Jerome, 
and several early writers, is wholly un- 
tenable, and due only to an innocent 
though mistaken effort to salve the 
authority of St. Peter, appy. first sug- 
gested by Origen [Strom. Book x.]: 
see Jerome, Epist. 86—97, esp. 90, the 
appy. unanswerable objections of Augus- 
tine (Epist, 8—19), the sensible remarks 
of Bede im Joc., and for much curious 
information on the whole subject, Dey- 
ling, Obs. Sacr, Vol. 1. p. 520 sq. (No. 
45). brit KaTeyvwouéevos 
hv] ‘because he had been condemned ;’ 
not ‘reprehensibilis,? Vulg., nor even 
‘reprehensionem incurrerat,’ Winer, but 
simply ‘reprehensus erat,’ Clarom., Goth., 
Syr.-Phil. (Syr. paraphrases), al. 

As this clause has been much encum- 
bered with glosses, it will be best to 
notice separately both the meaning of 
the verb and the force of the participle. 
(1) Karayryvéonew (generally with tivds 
71, more rarely, tivd Tivos) has two prin- 
cipal meanings ; (a) ‘ to note accurately ;’ 
usually in a bad sense, e. g., ‘detect, 
Prov. xxviii. 11 (Aquil. é&:xvidoes) ‘think 
wll of,’ Xen. Mem, 1. 3, 10: (8) ‘to note 
judicially,’ — either in the lighter sense 
of accuse (probably 1 John iii. 20; see 
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Liicke in Joc.), or the graver of condemn 
(the more usual meaning). (2) The 
perf. part. pass. cannot be used as a pure 
verbal adjective. The examples adduced 
by Elsner zz Joc. will all bear a different 
explanation; and even those in which 
the use of the participle seems to ap- 
proach that of the Hebrew part. (Gesen. 
Gr. § 131. 1), such as Rev. xxi. 8 (perf. 
part.), Jude 12 (aor.), or Heb xii. 18 
(pres.), can all be explained grammat- 
ically ; see Winer, Gr. § 45. 1, p. 307. 
The only tenable translations, then, are 
(a) ‘he had been accused,’ or (b) ‘he had 
been condemned ;’ and of these (6) seems 
obviously most in accordance with the 
context and the nature of the case As 
St. Peter’s conduct had been condemned, 
not merely by himself (Alf), but, as 
seems more natural, generally by the 
sounder body of Christians at Antioch, 
St. Paul, as the representative of the 
anti-Judaical party, feels himself author- 
ized to rebuke him, and that too (ver. 
14), publicly, 

12. rivas &rd “lardBov may 
be connected together, and grammati- 
cally translated, ‘some of the followers 
of James;’ see Jelf, Gr. 620. 3, Bern- 
hardy, Synt. v.12, p. 222. As, how- 
ever, in the New Testament, this mode 
of periphrasis (of amd x. 7. A.) appears 
mainly confined to places (Mark xiii. 
22, Acts vi. 9, xxvii. 24, al.), or abstract 
substantives (Acts xv. 5), it will seem 
most exact to connect amd “lax. with 
éaSev. So distinctly Aith.-Pol., omit- 
ting, however, the twés: the other Vv. 
mainly preserve the order of the Greek. 
We certainly cannot deduce from this 
that they were ‘ sent by James’ (Theoph., 
Mey., Alf.), for though this use of dd 
does occur (comp. Matth. xxvi. 47 with 


Mark xv, 43, and see Fritz, Matth. Vol. 
I. p. 779), yet the common meaning of 
the prep. in such constructions is Jocal 
rather than ethical, — separation rather 
than mission from: compare Knapp, 
Seript. Var. Argum. p. 510. The men 
in question probably represented them- 
selves as rigid followers of St. James, 
and are thus briefly noticed as having 
come dé) “IaxéBov, rather than é7d 
‘TeporoAtuwy, cvvhodrer] ‘was 
eating with them,’ 7. e, again followed 
that course which in the case of Cor- 
nelius similarly called forth the censure 
of of ex mepiroufjs (Acts xili. 3), but was 
then nobly vindicated. Of the two 
following verbs éméor. and apdp. (both 
governing éavréy), the first does not 
mark the secret, the second the open 
course (Matth.), but simply the initial 
and more completed acts, respectively ; 
the second was the result of the first, 
De Wette tn doc. The reading #a- 
Sev (Lachm.) has insufficient external 
authority [BDIFG; 2 mss.; Clarom.], 
and is a not improbable confirmation to 
the sing. which follows. o- 
‘ fearing,” he 


Seared,’ lon ‘Quan? Vike [quia 
timebat]; causal participle explaining 
the feeling which led to the preceding 
acts; ‘timens ne culparetur ab illis,’ 
Ireneus, Her. m1. 12 (ad fin.). The 
Greek commentators [there is a lacuna 
in Theod.] and others (see Poli Synops. 
in loc.) have endeavored to modify the 
application of this word, but without 
lexical authority. As on a different oc- 
casion (Matth. xiv. 30), so here again 
the apostle drew back from a course into 
which his first and best feelings had 
hastily led him. Some strongly-ex- 
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14. "Iovduixas Gis] This order is maintained by ABCFG; 37. 73. 80; Boern., 
Am., Demid. (three other ‘mss.), Amit.; Or., Phil. (Carp.); many Lat. Ff. (but 
kal ov« ?lovd. omitted in ‘Clarom., Sang., Ambrst. Sedul., Agap.): so ‘Lachm., 
‘Meyer. Tisch. reads éSv. Gis kai ode “Iovd., with DEJK ; nearly all mss. ; majority 
of Vv.; Chrys., Theod., Dam., Theophyl., Gicum., (Rec., Scholz, Alf.) External 
authority thus appears decidedly in favor of the text, and is but little ‘mollified by 
internal arguments, for a correction of the perspicuity (é3v. (js) is quite’as probable 


\ verts, 


as the assumed one ‘for elegance.’ (A/f.) 


pressed remarks on this subject will be 
found in South, Serm. xxvi1. Vol. 1 
ip. 476 (Tegg). 

13. cvvyuTekp. av7@] ‘joined with 
him in dissimulation ;’ result of the bad 
example, — the secession of the rest of 
the Jewish Christians at Antioch from 
social communion with the Gentile con- 
The meaning of cuvumexp. is 

softened down by Syr. (subjecerunt se 
cum illo) Clarom. (‘consenserunt cum 
illo’), al., but without reason; these very 
Christians of Antioch were the first who 
knew and rejoiced at (Acts xv. 31) the 
practically contrary decision of the Coun- 
cil. A..good ‘prelectio’ on this text 
will be found in Sanderson, Works, Vol. 
Iv. p. 44 (ed. Jacobs). bore] 
‘so that,’ —as.a simple matter of fact. 
In this form of the consecutive sentence 
the distinction between éo0re with the 
indic. and the infin. can scarcely be 
maintained in translation. The latter 
{ (the objective form, as it is termed by 
| Schmalfeld), is used when the result is 
ha necessary and logical consequence of 
i what has previously been enunciated ; 
the former, when it is stated by the 
writer (the subjective form) as a simple 
and unconditioned fact; see Klotz, De- 
var, Vol. 11. p. 772, and esp. Schmal- 
feld, Synt.§ 155 sq., and Ellendt, Lez. 
Soph. s. v. Vol. u. p. 1101 sq., where 
the uses of this particle are well dis- 
eussed, Here, for example, St. Paul 


x@s]| It is difficult to imagine 


notices the lapse of Barnabas as a fact, 
without implying that it was a neces- 
sary consequence of the behavior of the 
others. This distinction, however, is 
appy- not always observed in the N. T., 
nor indeed always in classical writers ; 
comp. Winer, Gr. § 41.5. 1, p. 269. 

ovvatnxan 
oe] ‘was carried away with them by 


avtT@y TH bmroxpl- 
their dissimulation,’ scil. into dissimu- 
lation: ‘cum dativo persone ovvamdy. 
simul cum aliquo abduct,’ ete., declarat ; 
cum dativo rei, stmt per rem abduct, 
ete., significat,’ Fritz. Rom. xii. 16, Vol. 
1. p. 88 sq. bv thus refers to the 
companions in the 7d amdyeoSat; sio- 
«ple: to the instrument by 2which, — not 
‘rei ad quam’ (Bretsch., comp. Alf.), a 
questionable construction even in poetry 
(Bernhardy, Synt., m1. 12, p. 95),— 
and, by obvious inference, the state into 
which they were carried away; -see 2 
Pet. iii. 17. Fritzsche cites Zosim. 
Hist. v. 6, nat adth 8& ) Sadptrn ocvvarh- 
YETO TH Koh Tis “ENAASos‘addoet kT. A. ! 
add Clem. Alex. Strom. 1. p. 311, ™m 
HSovp cuvataryduevos. “Crdxptots 
is well paraphrased by Wieseler (Chro- 
nol. p. 197), as ‘a practical denial of 
their better [spiritual] insight,’ — and 
(we add) of their better feelings and 
knowledge; see above, on cuvumexp. 

14. dpSomobotciy| ‘walk up- 
rightly ;’ an Gat Aeydu. in the N. 'T., 
and very rare elsewhere; Dindorf and 
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why Tisch. rejected this reading. 


, Supported as it is by ABCDEFG; mss. ; major- 


ity of Vv.; Or., Dam., and Tat Ff, (Griesb. Scholz, Lachm., De Wette, Meyer, 
approved by Ii, Prolegom. p. 123.) For ri, which seems very much like an 


interp., the authorities are JK; great majority of mss.; Syr.-Phil,, al 
Theod., Theophyl., Gicum. (Rec., Tisch.) 


Jacobs in Steph. Thesaur. s. v. cite a 
few instances from later writers, e. 9. 
Theodor. Stud. p. 308 3, 443 p, 473 p, 
609 p, 575 E; but I have not succeeded 
in verifying the quotations. The mean- 
ing, however, is sufficiently obvious, and 
rightly expressed by the ‘ recte ambulare’ 
of Vulg., Syr., and the best Vv. : comp. 
épadmovs (Soph. Antig. 972), the similar 
verb épSotouetv, 2 Tim ii. 15, and notes 
tn loc- On the idiomatic use of the 
present in the narration of a past event, 
when ‘continuance’ or ‘ process’ is im- 
plied, see Wincr, Gr. § 40. 2. c, p. 239, 
and esp. Schmalfeld, Synt. § 54. 6, p. 
96. mpds thy &AHA.] ‘ac- 
cording to the truth,’ t. e. ‘according to 
the rule of;’ the prep. here seeming to 
mark not so much the aim or direction 
(Hamm., Mey., Alf.), as the rade or 
measure of the dpSorodeiv ; comp. 2 Cor. 
v. 10, koulonrat,.... mpos & empater, 
and see Winer, Gr, § 49. h, p. 361, 
The objection of Meyer, that St. Paul 
always expresses ‘rule,’ ‘measure,’ ctc., 
after verbs ewndi by xard, not mpés, does 
not here fully apply ; as motion is much 
more obscurely expressed in épSomodeiv 
than mepimareiy (St. Paul’s favorite verb 
of moral motion), which appears in all 
the instances that Meyer has adduced, 
viz. Rom. viii. 4, xiv. 15; 1 Cor. iii, 3. 

Zumpocsxevy mdvrwr] ‘before all 
men ;’ ‘publicum scandalum non pote- 
rat private curari,’ Jerome; compare 
1 Tim, v. 20. The speech which 
follows (ver. 14—21) is appy. rightly 
regarded as the substance of what was 


; Chrys. 


said by the Apostle on this important 
occasion ; see on ver. 15. edvi- 
K@s Cis] ‘livest after'a Gentile fashion,’ 
scil. in thy general and habitual way of 
living. The tense must not be over- 
pressed. St. Peter was not at that exact 
moment living éSvin@s ; his former con- 
duct, however (meta Tay eSvayv ovvho- 
Suey, ver. 12), is justly assumed by St. 
Paul as his regular and proper course of 
living (comp. Neand. Planting, Vol. 1. 
p 83, Bohn), and specified as such to 
give a greater force to the reproof; see 
Usteri in loc. 

“constrainest thou ;’ 
plo,’ Grot., nor even ‘ wouldest thou con- 
strain,’ Conyb., but simply and plainly 


‘cogis,’ Vulg., ol Syr., with- reference 
ww 8 


avayKracers] 
not ‘invitas exem-' 


to the moral influence and _ practical 
constraint (Hamm., Fell) which the 
authority and example of an Apostle 
like St. Peter could not fail to have 
exercised on the Christians at Antioch. 
To suppose that the Apostle joined with 
of amd lax, in actual outward coercion 
(Wieseler, Chronol, p. 198), is neither 
required by the word (see remarks in 
Sturz, Lex. Xenoph. Vol. 1. p. 186) nor 
in any way to be inferred from the con- 
text. Tovdat ery] ‘to Judaize,’ 
‘Judaizare,’ Vulg., Clarom., ‘ iudaivis- 
kon,’ Goth.; not merely synonymous 
with "Iovdaixas Civ (Schott, comp. Syr.), 
but probably a little more definite and 
inclusive, and carrying with it the idea 
of ‘a more studied imitation and obe- 
dience; compare sth, viii. 17, 
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16, miorews Xpicrod] Tisch, omits Xpiorod, with FG; Boern.; Tert. Theod. 
(1), — but here again on insufficient external authority, and not without the omis- 
sion seeming to be intentional, to avoid the thrice-repeated Xp, in one verse. In 
favor of the text are ABCDE; mss.; Clarom., Vulg., al.; Chrys. (2), (Rec., 


Griesb., Scholz, Lachm., De W.). 


15. Awets x. 7. A.) ‘We,’ scil. “you 
and I, and others like us;’ kotvomote? 7d 
Aeyduevoy, Chrys. St. Paul here begins, 
as Meyer observes, with a concessive 
statement: ‘ We, I admit, have this ad- 
vantage, that by birth we are Jews, not 
Gentiles, and consequently (ka) consecu- 
jive, comp. notes on 1 Thess. iv., 1 and 
Klotz, Devar, Vol. 1. p. 107) as such, 
sinners,’ In the very admission, how- 
ever, there seems a gentle irony; ‘born 
Jews — yes, and nothing more — sinners 
of the Jews at best ;’ comp. Stier, Ephes. 
Vol. 1. p. 257. With regard to the 
construction, it seems best with Herm. 
to supply écuéy to this verse, which thus 
constitutes a concessive protasis, ver. 16 
(elddres 5& x. 7. A.) supplying the apo- 
dosis, It is now scarcely necessary to 
add, that in sentences of this nature 
there is no ellipsis of wév: ‘recte autem 
ibi non ponitur (uéy) ubi aut non sequi- 
tur membrum oppositum, aut scriptores 
pppositionem addere nondum constitue- 
* rant, aut loquentes alterius membri op- 
positionem qudcunque de causd non 
indixerunt,’ Fritz. Rom. x. 19, Vol. u. 
p- 423; compare Jelf, Gr. § 770, and 
Buttmann, Mid. (Excurs. xtr.) p. 148. 
This verse and what follows have been 
deemed as addressed to the Galatians 
either directly (Calv. Grot.), or indirectly, 
in the form of meditative musings (Jow- 
ett),— but with but little plausibility. 
The speech seems clearly continued to 
the end of the chapter (Chrys., Theod., 
Jerome), and to be the substance of what 
was said: it is not, however, unnatural 
also to suppose that It may here be ex- 
pressed in a slightly altered form, and 


in a shape calculated to be more intel- 
ligible, and more immediately applicable 
to the Apostle’s present readers, Fora 
paraphrase, see notes to Transi., and 
also Usteri, Lehrd. 1. 1. 2, p. 161. 
pices] ‘by nature;’ not merely by 
habit and custom as the proselytes; é« 
yévous Kal ov mpoondavta, Theod. Mops. 
This passage is important as serving to 
fix the meaning of gvgis in loci dogmat- 
ict, such as Eph. ii. 3: see esp. Stier, 
Ephes. Vol. 1. p. 257. amapTw- 
Aof] The point of view from which a 
Jew must naturally consider them (Eph, 
ii. 12); perhaps with slight irony (Stier, 
Red, Jes, Vol. v1. p. 307). That they 
were so regarded needs no other proof 
than such expressions as reAdvat kal 
Guaptwaol; comp, Tobit xiii. 6, 

16. ceidédres Sé| ‘but as we know,’ 


° > 

1 — r? \fido [quia novimus] 
Syr.; causal participle (Jelf, Gr. § 697, 
Schmalfeld, Synt. § 207) attached to 
émorevoauev, and introducing the apo- 
dosis to the concessive sentence. Recon- 
sideration seems still to show that of 
the many explanations of this difficult 
passage, this is appy. the simplest. Ac- 
cording to the common interpret., €/5. 58 
...+. Xpiorod forms an interposed sen- 
tence between ver. 15 and the latter part 
of ver. 16; but here 8& is a serious ob- 
stacle, as its proper force can only be 
brought out by supplying although (De 
W.) to ver. 15, unless, indeed, with Alf, 
we venture on the somewhat doubtful 
translation ‘nevertheless,’ or fall back 
[with AD8K; some Vv.; Greck Ff. 
(Rece.)] on the still more doubtful omis- 
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sion. dtkavodrar| ‘ts justified,’ 
‘Deo probatus redditur;’ 7 Sixaodcdat 
being in antithesis to 7d cédpicxecdat 
Gpaptwady, ver. 17; see Schott in doc., 
where the different meanings of S:xasodc- 
Sat are explained with great perspicuity. 
The broad distinction to be observed is 
between (a) the absolute use of the verb, 
whether with regard to God (Luke vii. 
29), Christ (1 Tim. iii. 16), or men 
(Rom. iv. 2, James ii. 21); and (4) the 
relative use (‘ratione habitd vel contro- 
versiz, cui obnoxius fuerit, vel peccato- 
Tum, quz vere commiserit’). In this 
latter division we must again distinguish 
between the purely judicial meaning 
(Matth. xii. 37) and the far wider dog- 
maticul meaning, which involves the 
idea not only of forgiveness of past sins 
(Rom. vi. 7), but also of a spiritual 
change of heart through the in-working 
power of faith. See more in Schott in 
Joc., and in Bull, Harm. Apost. Ch. 1. 
§ 2 (with Grabe’s notes), and on the 
whole subject consult Homily on Salv, 
uz. 1, Jackson, Creed, Book 1v. 6, 7, 
Waterland on Justif. Vol. v1. p. 1 sq. 
and esp. the admirable explanations and 
distinctions of Hooker, Serm. u. Vol. 
mr. p. 609 sq. (ed. Keble). éé 
Zpyov vdpmou] ‘by the works of the 
law ;’ as the cause of the S:xcaodcSat; 
comp. Bull, Harm. Apost. Ch. 1 § 8, 
with the notes of Grabe, p. 16 (ed. 
Burt.). With regard to the exact force 
of éx, it may be observed that in its 
primary ethical sense it denotes (a) ort- 
gin (more immediate, ard more remote) 5 
from which it passes through the inter- 
mediate ideas of (8) reset from, and 
(-y) consequence of, to that of (5) nearly 
direct causality (Rost u. Palm, Lez. éx, 
Tv. 1), thus closely approximating to 


émd with a gen. (a common use in 
8 


Herod.) and 84 with a gen. (Fritz, 
Rom. v. 16, Vol. 1. p. 332). In many 
cases it is hard to decide between these 
different shades of meaning, especially 
in a writer so varied in his use of prepp. 
as St. Paul: here, however, we are guided 
both by the context and by the analogy 
of Scripture. From both it seems clear 


that é« is here in its simple causal sense; , 


the whole object of the speech being to 


show that the works of the law have no / 


‘causalis évépyem’ in man’s justification, 
On the contrary, in the antithetical pas- 
sage in St. James (ch. ii. 24) just as 
dicaodoSar has a slightly different (more 
inclusive) meaning (see Hooker, Serm. 
11. 20), so also has the prep., — which 
proportionately recedes from ideas of 
more direct, to those of more remote 
causality (causa sine qui non); comp. 
Hamm., Pract. Catech. p. 78 (A. C. L.). 
vdmov] Gen. oljectt : ‘deeds by which 
the requisitions of the law are fulfilled,’ 
‘corum preestationem que lex preecipit’ 
(Beza),— the t-""4mn trys of the 
Rabbinical writers, and the directly 
autithetical expression to duapthuara 
vouov, Wisdom ii. 12 (Mey.); see exx. 
in Winer, Gr. § 30. 1, p. 167. The 
vduos here, it need scarcely be said, is 
not merely the ceremonial (Theod., al.), 


but the whole law, — the Mosaic law in ” 


its widest significance; see Fritz. Rom. 
ur. 20, Vol. 1. p 179, éay whl 
Two constructions here seem to be 
blended, ob duc. dvSp. e Epo vduov, and 
ov Six. Gvdp. cay ph Bide mlorews 71. X. 
The two particles, though apparently 
equivalent in meaning to éAdd, never 
lose their proper eaceptive force: sce 
Fritz. Rom. xiv. 14, Vol. ur. p. 195, 
and notes on ch. i. 7. 1a mlo- 
Tews “Incgod Xpiorod] ‘by faith in 
or on Jesus Christ ;’ ‘per fidem in Jesu 


\f 
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Christo collocatam,’ Rom, iii. 22. Stier 
(Ephes. Vol. 1. p. 447) explains ior. 
"Ino. Xp. both here and (esp.) ch. iii. 22, 
in a deeper sense, ‘faith which belongs 
to, has its foundation 7 Christ’ (comp. 
Mark xi. 22, Ephes. iii. 12), the gen. 
"Ino. Xp. being the gen. subjecti. This 
view may deserve consideration in other 
places, but here certainly the context 
and preceding antithesis seem decidedly 
in favor of the more simple gen. odjecti. 
It may be observed that 8:4 here closely 
approximates in meaning to é« below, 
the same idea of causality being (as 
Meyer suggests) expressed under two 
general forms, origin and means. We 
must be careful, then, not to press un- 
duly the distinction between the prepp. : 
the antithesis is here not so much be- 
tween the modes of operation, as between 
the very nature and essence of the prin- 
ciples themselves. As to the doctrinal 


jimport of 8:4 wlorews, Waterland (on 
| Justif. p. 22) well remarks, that ‘faith 
|is not the mean by which grace is 
| wrought or conferred, 
\whereby it is accepted or received ;’ 


but the mean 
it is 
‘the only hand,’ as Hooker appropriately 
says, ‘which putteth on Christ to justifi- 
cation,’ Serm. 11, 31: consult also Forbes, 
Consid. Mod. Book 1. 3. 10—13. 

The order Xpiotod "Incod is adopted by 
Lachm., but on external authority [AB ; 
Aug.] that cannot be deemed sufficient. 
kal mets] ‘we also;’ 
quanquam natalibus Judzi, legi Mosis 
obnoxii,’ Schott. 


‘nos etiam 


émictetoa- 
"Ina.| ‘put our faith in 
not ‘have become be- 
Peile, but simply aoristic, the 
tense pointing to the particular time 
when this act of faith was first man- 
ifested: see Windischm. zr Joc, In 
the formula morevew eis with acc., — 


ev eis Xp. 
Jesus Christ ;” 
lievers,’ 


less usual in St. Paul’s Epp. (Rom. 
x, 14, i. 29), but very common in St, 
John, — the preposition retains its proper 
force, and marks not the mere direc- 
tion of the belief (or object toward which), 
but the more strictly theological ideas of 
union and incorporation with ; compare 
notes on ch, iii. 27, Winer, Gr. § 31. 
5, p. 191, and for the various construc- 
tions of moredw in the New Testament, 
notes on 1 Tim. i. 17, and Reuss, Théol. 
Chrit. tv. 14, Vol. 11. p. 129. The dis- 
tinction drawn by Alf. between Xp, "Inc. 
in this clause and "Ino. Xp. above seems 
very precarious, esp. in a passage where 
there is so much diff. of reading. 

5.d71] ‘because that,’ ‘propter quod,’ 


Vulg., jude Syr.; scarcely ‘for’ (it 


is an axiom that), Alf.,—for though 
did7t [properly guam ob rem, and then 
quoniam] is often used by later writers 
in a sense little, if at all, differing from 
dri (see Fritz. Rom. i. 19, Vol. 1. 57), it 
does not also appear to be interchangeable 
with yap, but always to retain some trace 
of its proper causal force; comp. notes 
on 1 Thess. ii. 8. The reading is 
doubtful. The text is supported by 
CD°EJK; very many mss., Vv., and 
Ff., — and is perhaps to be preferred, as 
bri [Lachm. with ABD!IFG; 5 mss.] 
seems more probably a correction of the 
longer d:dr1, than the reverse, 

ov Stkatwdhoetat nt. 7. A ‘shall 
nor be justified,’ ‘non justificabitur om- 
nis caro,’ Vulg.; Rom. iii. 20, comp. 
Psalm cexliii. 2, 0d Sirawhoerat evdmév 
gov was (Gy: a somewhat expressive He- 
braism (see Ewald, Gr. p. 657), accord- 
ing to which o# is to be closely associated 
with the verb, and the predication re- 
garded as comprehensively and em- 
phatically negative; non-justification is 


*(N nn guwtclec é taka 


drudoold: of alt of) 


4 


Cuap. IL 17, 


GALATIANS. 


59 


eS - n 
et 8¢ Enrodvres SixarwSfvar ev XpiotG ebpESnpev cai adtol 


predicated of all fiecsh; see Winer, Gr. 
§ 26. 1, p. 155, Vorst, de Hebraismis, p. 
519, Fritz. Rom. iii. 20, Vol. 1. p. 179, 
and comp. Thol. Beitriége, No. 14, p. 
79. The future is here ethical, 7. e. it 
indicates not so much mere futurity as 
moral possibility, — and with od, some- 
thing that neither can nor will ever 
happen: see esp. Thiersch, de Pent. 111. 
11, p. 148 sq., where this and similar 
uses of the future are well illustrated; 
comp. Bernhardy, Synt. x. 5, p. 377, 
Winer, Gr. § 40. 6, p. 251. On 
the doctrinal distinctions in St. Paul’s 
Epp. between the pres., perf., and fut. 
of SixatovcSa with wictis, see Usteri, 
Lehrb. 1.1. 1, p. 90; compare Peile, 
Append. Vol. 11. note v. 
Sin. €& Epywv vou. (Ree.) is only found 
in JK; mss.; Goth., al.; Theod. (1), 
al., and is rejected by all recent critics. 
17. ei 8] + But tf, in accordance 
‘ with these premises of thine, assuming 
the truth of these thy retrogressive 


The order od 


principles; guAAoyierat Ta eipynucva, 
Theod. (ntotvres] ‘queren- 
- tes — inventi sumus ;’ nervosum antithe- 
ton, Beng. év Xptaorta] ‘in 
_ Christ ;’ not ‘through Christ,’ (Peile), 
| but ‘én Christ,’ — in mystical union 
with him; see Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 
845, note. It is right to notice that this 
distinction between éy rue and 5:4 twos 
is strongly opposed by Fritz. (Opuse. p. 
184, note), and considered merely gram- 
matically, his objections deserve consid- 
eration; but here, as only too often 
(comp. Rom. Vol. 11. p. 82 sq.), he puts 
out of sight the theological meaning 
which appears regularly attached to év 
Xpisrg. In the present passage the 
meaning is practically the same, which- 
ever translation be adopted ; but in the 
one the deep significance of the formula 
(union, fellowship, with Christ) is kept 
in view, in the other it is obscured and 


lost sight of; comp. notes on Eph. i. 3, 
ii. 6. edpéedsnuerv! ‘were found 
to be, after all our seeking ;’ not either 
a Hebraism, or a periphrasis of the verb 
substantive (Kypke, Obs. Vol. 1. p. 2). 
The verb edpiox. has always in the N. T. 
its proper force, and indicates not merely 


the existence of a thing, but the man- | 


ifestation or acknowledgment of that 


existence ; ‘if we are found (deprehendi- © 


rnur),in the eyes of God and men, to be 
sinners ;7 comp. Matth. i. i8, Luke xvii. 
18, Acts viii. 40, Rom. vii. 10, al., and 
see esp. Winer, 7 Joc., and Gr. § 65. 8, 
p. 542, kat avtol] ‘ourselves 
also,’ as much as those whom we proudly 
regard only as Gentiles and sinners. 

a pal £ ergone’ ? ¢are we to Say, as we 
must on such premises?’ ironical and 
interrogative: —not apa (Chrys., Ust. 
al.) ; for though in two out of the three 
passages in which dpa occurs (Luke xviii. 
8, Acts viii. 38) it anticipates a negative, 
and not as here, an affirmative answer, it 
must still be retained in the present case, 
as wy yévouro in St. Paul’s Epp. is never 
found except after a question. The par- 
ticle has here probably an ¢ronical force, 
‘are we to say pray, 7. e, in effect, ‘ we 
are to say, I suppose,’ see Jelf, Gr. 873. 
2. Itis thus not for up’ ob — at all times 
a very questionable position, as in most 
if not all of such cases, it will be found 
that there is a faint irony or politely as- 
sumed hesitation, which seems to have 
suggested the use of the dubitative dpa, 
even though it is obvious that an affirm- 
ative answer is fully expected. ‘The same 
may be said of ‘ne’ for ‘nonne:’ see esp. 
Kiihner, Xen. Mem. 11. 6, and ib. Tuscul. 
Disput. 1.11, 26; compare Stallb. Plato, 
Rep. vut. 566 a. The original identity of 
dpa and &pa (Klotz, Devar, Vol. 11. p. 180) 
is impugned (appy.with doubtful success) 
by Dunbar, Class. Musewm, Vol. v. p. 102 
sq., see Shepherd, 2. Vol. v. p. 470 sq. 
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Gpaptlas didKovos| ‘a minister of 
sin;’ scil., in effect, a promoter, a fur- 
\ therer of it (comp. 2 Cor. xi. 15), one 
‘ engaged in its service ; &uapria being al- 
most personified, and, as its position sug- 
gests, emphatically echoing the preceding 
Guaptwaol, — ‘of sin (not of righteous- 
ness), — of a dispensation which not only 
leaves us where we were before, but causes 


sion of thought (raxéws d&aonndg, Dam.) 
either more or less apparent, and will 
usually suggest the best mode of trans- 
lation, 

18. ei yap] ‘For af ;’ direct con- 
firmation of the immediately preceding 
wh yévorro (Usteri, Lehrd. 1. 1. 2, p, 
162, note), and indirect and allusive ex- 
pansion of the eipéSnuev Guaprwaroi: ‘1 


say py yévorro in ref. to Christ, for it is \ 
not in seeking to be justified in Him, but | 
in seeking to rebuild the same structure | 


us, when we exclusively follow it, to be 
for this very reason accounted sinners?’ 
Ei d€ é7t thy vouov Katadimévtes TH 


. TapdBacts 
{or rather, Guaprtia] todo vevdusorat, eis 


XpistG mpooeAnAvSamev .. . 


avroy 7 aitia xwphoe Toy Seomdtyy Xpic- 
tév, Theod.; comp. Chrys. in Joc. The 
argument is in fact a reductio ad absur- 
dum : if seeking for justification in Christ 
is only to lead us to be accounted sinners, 
—not merely as being without law and 
in the light of Gentiles (Mey.), but as 
having wilfully neglected an appointed 
means of salvation, — then Christ, who 
was the cause of our neglecting it, must 
needs be, not only negatively but posi- 
tively, a minister of sin; see De Wette 


in loc, wh yévotrto ‘be i not 


so,’ ‘far be it, ‘absit,’ Vulg., Cree 


~ 


[propitius fuit; compare Matth. xvi. 22] 
Syr., z. e. in effect (esp. in a context like 
the present), ‘ God forbid,’ Auth. This 
expressive formula, though not uncom- 
mon in later writers (see exx, in Raphel, 
Annot, Vol. 1. p. 249, compare Sturz. 
Dial. Maced. p. 204), only occurs in the 
N. T. in St. Paul’s Epp.; viz. Rom. iii. 
4,6, dl, vi. 2, 15, vii..7, 18, ix, 14, xt. 
1, 11, 1 Cor. vi. 18, Gal. ‘iii. 21.° In all 
these cases it is interjectional, and in all, 
except the last, rebuts (as Conyb. has 
remarked) an inference drawn from St. 
Paul’s doctrine by an adversary, The 
nature of the inference makes the revul- 


that I have destroyed (though nobler 
materials now lie around) that my sin, | 
my transgression of the law’s own prin- | 
ciples really lies. In the change to the 
Jirst person sing. there may be a delicate. 
application to St. Peter personally, which 
‘clementiz causi’ is expressed in this 
rather than in the second person (Alf. 
Mey.) ; it must not be forgotten, how- 
ever, that the fervor as well as the intro- 
spective character of St. Paul’s writings 
leads him frequently to adopt. this per- 
arxnuatiouds eis éautdy, see esp. Rom, 
vii. 7 sq.; so also 1 Cor. iii. 5 sq. iv. 3 
8q. vi. 12, x. 29, 30, xiii. 11, 12, ete. 
comp. Knapp, Seripta Var. Argum. No. 
12, p. 431, 487. tTadrval ‘these 
—and nothing better in their place,’ 
Meyer. The emphasis rests on tadra, 
not on éuaurdy (Olsh.), the position of 
which [rapa8. éuavrdy, not euavr. rapaf.| 
shows it clearly to be unemphatic. 

rapaBarT nv! ‘a transgressor,’ scil. rod 


3°o0 } 4 odaet 
pdmov ; Lipcas NERC as [trans- 
gressor mandati] Syr. 
particular manner? 


But in what 
Surely not, ‘in 
having formerly neglected what I now 
reassert” (De W., Alf.),— a somewhat 
weak and anticlimactic reference to 
etpédnucy AmapTwAol,— but, as the 
following ydp, and the unfolding argu- 
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ment seem clearly to require, ‘in recon- 
structing what I ought to perceive is 
only temporary and preparative.  Re- 
construction of the same materials is, 
in respect of the law, not only a tacit 
avowal of an auapria (eipéd. Guapr.) in 
having puiled it down, but is a real 
and definite’ rapdBaots of all its deeper 
principles. So, very distinctly, Chrys., 
éxeivor Seitar €Bovrovro, ott 6 wh Tnpav 
Tov véuov TapaBarns: otros cis TovvayTiov 
mepterpeWe Toy Adyov, Secxvds Sti 6 thpav 
Tov véuov, mapaBdtns,; of THs mioTews 
GAAQ Kal ad’Tod Tod vdpou. The 
counter-argument that the I of ver, 18 
has ‘given up’ faith in Christ, and so 
could never consider the law as prepara- 
tive (Alf.), is of no real force; for in 
the first place the éy& had not geven it 
up, but had only added-to it, and in 
the next place, even had he done so; 
he might equally show himself a real 
though unconscious rapaBdrny. 
éuwauvtdy cuvictdval ‘set myself 
forward,’ ‘demonstrate myself to be :’ 
Hesych. ocumoravew: emaweiv, pave- 
podv, BeBaody, mapatiSévar. This mean- 
ing, ‘sinceris Atticis ignotum,’ Fritz, 
Rom. iii. 5, Vol. 1. p. 159, deduces 
from the primary notion componendi ; 
“ut esset cuviornul rt, compositis collec- 
tisque que rem contineant argumentis 
aliquid doceo :’ see exx. in Wetst. Rom. 
iii. 5, Schweigh. Lex. Polyb. s, v. The 
form ovviornut (Rec.), only found in 
D3(E?)JK; mss. and Ff., seems a mere 
grammatical gloss, 

19. éy& yap] ‘For I truly: ex- 
planatory confirmation of the preceding 
assertion; the explicative yap showing 
how this rehabilitation of the law actually 
amounts to a transgression of its true 
principles, while the emphatic éy& adds 
the force and vitality of personal experi- 
ence. In the retrospective reference of 
rapaBdrys adopted by De W..and. Alf, 


(see above), the -y&p loses all its force; it 


must either be referred, most awkwardly, 
to ph yévorro (D. W.), or, still worse, be 
regarded as merely transitional. 

d:a vépov véuo aréSavor)' through 
the law died to the law.’ Of the many 
explanations of these obscure words the 
following (derived mainly from. Chrys. ) 
appears by far the most tenable: and 
satisfactory. The result may be summed 
up in the following positions : — (1) Né- 
os in each case has the same meaning, 
(2) That meaning, as the context. re- 
quires, must be the Mosaie law (ver. 
16), no grammatical arguments founded 
on the absence of the article (Middleton 
in loc ) having any real validity ; comp. 
exx. in Winer, Gr. § 19, p. 112. (3) 
The law is’ regarded under. the same 
aspect as in Rom vii. 6—13, a passage in 
strictest analogy with the present. (4) 
Aa véu ov must not:be confounded with 
did vduov or Kard véuoyv; it was through 
the: instrumentality of the law (ia 7, 
évroajs, Rom. vii. 8) that the sinful 
principle worked within and brought 
death upon all, 
merely *legi valedixi’ (comp. karnpyh> 
Snv amd rod vduov), but expresses gener= 
ally what is afterwards more specifically 
expressed in ver. 20 by cuverradpwpat. 
(6) Néuw is not merely the dative ‘of 
reference to,’ but a specics of. dative 
‘commodi;’ the expressions (jy rw and 
a&nrosxav. rw having a wide application ; 


see Fritz. Rom. xiv. 7, Vol. m1. p. 1763 
—‘I died not only as concerns the law, \ 


but as the law required.’ The 
whole clause then may thus be para- 
phrased: ‘J, through the law, owing to 
sin, was brought under’ its curse; but 
having undergone this, with, and in the 


person of ‘Christ (ch. iii, 13, compare 2 | 


Cor. v. 14), I died to the law in the full- 


est and deepest sense, — being ‘both free | 
from its claims, and ‘having satisfied yits / 


(5) *AméSavoy is not / 


—— 
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| curse.’ The difference between this and 
the common interpretations lies princi- 
pally in the fuller meaning assigned to 
aréSavoy, and its reference to ocuveor. 
A careful investigation will be found in 
Usteri, Lehrb. u. 1. 2, p. 164 sq. 
(ho w| ‘may live,’ not a future (Alf.), 
— an anomalous usage (see notes on ver. 
4) that it is surely unnecessary to ob- 
trude on the present passage — but the 
regular aor. subj. (1 Thess. v. 10), the 
tense of the dependent clause being in 
idiomatic accordance with that of the 
leading member; compare Schmalfeld, 
Synt. § 144. 1, p. 296. 

20. Xptor@ cvveart. ‘I have been 
and am crucified with Christ ;’ more 
exact specification of the preceding dmé- 


Savoy. This cuvvecratp. it need scarcely 


crucifixion of the lusts. (ch, vy. 24, Grot. ), 
but in that union with Christ according 
to which the believer shares the death 
of his crucified Lord; éme(Sn év 76 Bar- 
tiouat: Tod Te Aavdrov Kal Tis avac- 
Tdgews TUTOY énAhpovy, svaTavpotadat 
éAéyovto TH Xpiorg, Theod. Mops. in 
loc. (@ Sé obKéri eyo] ‘I 
live however no longer myself, 7%. e. my 
old self; see Rom. vi. 6, and compare 
Neand. Plant., Vol. 1. p. 422 (Bohn), 
The familiar but erroneous punctuation 
of this clause ((@ 5€, obxér: eyd, Gj 5k 
k. T. A.) has been rightly rejected by all 
recent editors except Scholz. The only 
passing difficulty is in the use of 3é: it 
does not simply continue (Riick., Peile), 
or expand (Ust.) the meaning of Xp. 
ovveor. but reverts with its proper ad- 
versative force to tva Ocg Chow, cuvecr., 
being not so much a link in the chain 
of thought, as a rapid and almost paren- 
thetical epexegesis of aréSavov. 

(7 8%] The 8& does not introduce any 


be said, did not consist merely in the 


ra ms. ‘ > / lal lol lal Laie! lal (9) lal 
viv 60 év capki, v Tiates C® 7TH TOU viov Tov Oeov, 


opposition to the preceding negative 
clause (it would then be aAdd), but 
simply marks the emphatic repetition 
of the same verb (Hartung, Partik. 5¢, 
2. 17, Vol. 1. p. 168), just retaining, 
that 
which is so common when a clause is 


however, sub-adversative force 
added, expressing a new, though not 
a dissimilar thought; see Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. u. p. 361. On the doctrinal 
import of G év éuol Xp. (‘Christ and 
His Spirit dwelling in them, and as the 
soul of their souls moving them unto 
such both inward and outward actions, 
as in the sight of God are acceptable’), 
see Hooker, Serm. 11. 1, Vol. 11. p. 764 
sq. (ed. Keble.) 6 3€ viv (4) 
‘yes, the life which now I live ;’ explan- 
atory and partially concessive clause, 
obviating the possible objection arising 
from the seeming incompatibility of the 
assertion (j év éuol Xp. with the fact 
of the actual (jy év capki: ‘it is true,’ 
says the Apostle, ‘Ido yet live in the 
flesh, an earthly atmosphere is still 
around me, but even thus I live and 
breathe in the pure element of faith, 
— faith in him who loved me, yea and 
(xat) gave such proofs of his love.’ 

With regard to the construction it is 
only necessary to observe that 8 is not 
‘quod attinet ad id quod’ (Winer), but 
simply the accus. odjecti after (4, scil. 
Thy dt (why hy viv (@: comp. Rom. vi. 
10, d yap aréSave, and see Fritz. in loc., 
Vol. 1. p. 398. dé is thus not 
merely continuative (De W.), but serves 
both to limit and explain the preceding 
words (comp. 1 Cor. i. 16, and Winer, 
Gr. § 53. 7. b, p. 393), its true opposi- 
tive force being sufficiently clear when 
the suppressed thought (see below) is 
properly supplied; see Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 1. p. 366. vdv] The refer- 
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ence of this particle is doubtful. It may 
specify the period since the Apostle’s 
conversion, but is much more plausibly 
referred by Chrys., Theod., al. to the 
present life in the flesh, ‘ hec vita mea 
terrestris;’ see Phil. i. 22. In the 
former case the qualitative and tacitly 
contrasting év capx? (‘ earthly existence,’ 
‘life in the phenomenal world,’ aisdnr} 
(wh, Chrys.; comp. Miiller, on Sin, Vol. 
1. p. 453, Clark) would seem wholly 
superfluous. év mlarer| ‘en 
faith” The instrumental sense, ‘dy 
faith,’ adopted by Theodoret, and seve- 
ral ancient as well as modern expositors, 
is, though inexact, not grammatically 
untenable. The deeper meaning of the 
words is, however, thus completely lost. 
On this ‘dife in faith’ see the middle 
and latter portion of a profound paper, 
‘Bemerk. zum Begriffe der Religion,’ 
by Lechler, Stud. uw. Kritik. for 1851, 
Part rv. TH TOD viovd TOU 
© cod] ‘namely that of the Son of God,’ 
distinctive, and with solemn emphasis, 
—the insertion of the article serving 
both to specify and enhance, ‘in fide, 
eAque Filii dei’ (see notes on 1 Tim. i. 
13, and,on 2 Tim. i. 13), while the 
august title, by intimating the true 
fountain of life (John v. 26) tends to 
add confirmation and assurance; érav 
mep) tod Tiod voetv eSéAns, padav Tiva 
éor) ta ev TG Matpl, rata Kad ev Th Tid 
elvat mioreve, Athan. on Matth, xi. 27, 
Vol. 1. p. 153, (ed. Bened.). The 
reading of Lachm. tH Tod eod Kar 
Xpic709, 700 ay. is supported by BD'FG ; 
Clarom., — but has every appearance of 
being a gloss; see Meyer (critical notes), 
p- 29. kal mapaddyros k.T.A.] 
‘and (as a proof of his love) gave Him- 
self,’ etc.; the nal being é&nyntixdy, and 


illustratively subjoining the practical 
proof; see Fritz. Rom. ix. 23, Vol. 11. 
p. 339, and on this and other uses of 
kal, notes on Phil. iv. 12. bmép 
éuov] ‘for me, ‘pro me,’ Vulg.; to 
atone for me and to save me, On the 
dogmatical meaning of this prep., see 
notes on ch. iii. 13. 

21. on &Se7TG) ‘I do not make 
void,’ ‘nullify ;’ not ‘ abjicio,’ Vulg,, still 
less atiua¢w, Theod.,— but ‘non irritam 
facio,’ scil. ‘ut dicam per legem esse 
justitiam,’ Aug.: compare 1 Cor. i. 19, 
Ty aUvEeoW Tav cuveTov a8eTHaw; Ch. 
iii. 15, Sere? (Stadhenv); so 1 Mace. 
Xv. 27, nSér noe TWavTa| Boa oUVEdETO ATS}; 
and frequently in Polyb., see Schweigh. 
Lex. s. v. The verb is sometimes found 
in the milder sense of ‘despising,’ ‘re- | 
jecting,’ etc. — with persons (Luke x. ; 
16, John xii. 48, 1 Thess. iv. 8); but 
this obviously falls short of the meaning 
in the present context. Thy, 
Xapiv Tod Meod| ‘the grace of God,’ 
as shown in the death of Christ, and | 
our justification by faith in Him; not / 
‘the Gospel,’ as Hamm. on Hebd. xiii, 9. 
In our justification, as it is well said 
in the Homilies, there are three things 
which go together, —on God’s part His 
grace and mercy; upon Christ’s part 
the satisfaction of God’s justice; and 
upon our part true and lively faith in 
the merits of Jesus Christ, on Salvat. 
Part I. yap explains and jus- 
tifies the preceding declaration; ‘I say 
ovx &Sera, for it is an immediate in- 
ference that if the law could have been 
the medium of 8:xa00., Christ’s death 
would have been purposeless,’ 
51a vdpov] ‘by means of the law,’ as 
a medium of 8:eatocdvn: emphatic, as 
the position shows, and antithetical to 
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received an evidénce that justification is by faith, and-not by the works of the law? 


Xpiards in the succeeding clause. In the 
present verse it is in effect asserted that 
the vduos is not a medium of dixaoovvn 
(eis xtjow Sixaoctyvns apxet, Theod.) ; 
in ch, iii. 11, it is asserted not to be the 
sphere of it, and in ch. iii. 21, not the 


origin. Sixatocuyn] ‘right- 


Ls 
eousness, |Zaon?] Syr., ‘justitia,’ 
Q x4 


Vulg.; not equivalent to Sinalwors 
(Whately, Dangers, etc., § 4) nor yet, 
strictly considered, the result of it, but 
appy. in the most inclusive meaning of 
the term — righteousness, whether im- 
puted, by which we are accounted 6/- 
xatot, or infused and inherent, by which 
we could be found so; see Hooker, Serm. 
u. 8, 21, where the distinction between 
justifying and sanctifying righteousness 
is drawn out with admirable perspicuity. 
On the meaning of the word, see An- 
drewes, Serm. v. Vol. v. p 114 (A.C. L.), 
Waterland, Justif. Vol. vt. p. 4, and for 
some acute remarks on its lexical as- 
pects, Knox, Remains, Vol. 11. p. 276. 
ipa] ‘then,’ t. e. «the obvious znference 
is.’ On the meaning of &pa, see notes, 
ene ve Le. dwpedy] ‘for nought, 
without cause ;’ not here ‘frustra’ (Grot.), 
‘sine effectu,’— but ‘sine justd causa,’ 
Tittm. Synon. 1. p. 1613 mepirrds 6 Tod 
Xpiocrod Sdvaros, Chrys., ‘ superflue mor- 
tuus est Chr.,’ Jerome: comp. John xv. 
25, éulonody we dwpedy; Psalm xxxiv. 
(xxxv.) 7, dwpedy Expupdy por diapSopdy 
(Symm. dvairiws). So sym, which the 
LXX frequently translate by dwpedv, has 
the meaning ‘in nullum bonum finem,’ 
as well as ‘gratis’ and ‘frustra:’ comp. 
Gesen. Lea. s. v., Vorst, de Hebraism. 
vu. 6, p. 228, 229. 


Cuarter TIT. 1. &vdnrou Tad.) 
‘foolish Galatians ;’ fervid and indig- 
nant application of the results of the 


preceding demonstration to the case of 
his readers. The epithet avdnros is used 
in three other passages by St. Paul, — 
Rom. i. 14, opp. to gods; 1 Tim. vi. 
9, joined with BAaBepds ; Tit. iti. 3, with 
amas and mAavéuevos,— and in all 
seems to mark not so much a dulness in 
(‘insensati,’ Vulg.), as a deficiency in, 
or rather an insufficient application of, 


ys 
the voids; comp. Syr. bods tte 
[destituti mente], and Luke xxiv. 16, 
where while fpadis ri Kapdig denotes 
the defect in heart, dvdntos seems to 
mark the defect in head; comp. Tittm. 
Synon. 1 p. 144, where this word is de- 
fined somewhat artificially, but rightly 
distinguished from &ppwy and aovveros 
which seem to point respectively rather 
to ‘senselessness’ and ‘slowness of under- 
standing.’ It cannot then be as- 
serted (Brown) that the Galatians were 
proverbially stupid; compare Callim. H. 
Del. 184, &ppon gpvAw. Themistius, 
who himself spent some time in the 
(then extended Forbig. Geogr. Vol. 11. 
p. 364) province, gives a very different 
character: of 5€ &vdpes tore bri dtets Kad 
dyxivor Ka edpadréorepa Tav wyay ‘EAAH- 
vov: Kal tpiBwriov mapapavévtos éxkpé- 
pavte evdts, Somep tis AlSov Ta ordhpia, 
Orat, 23, ad fin. p. 299 (ed. Harduin). 
Versatility and inconstancy, as the Epis- 
tle shows (comp. notes on ch. i. 6), were 
the true characteristics of the Galatian. 
Foolishness must have been often, as in 
the present case, not an unnatural ’con- 
comitant. buds €Baokaver| 
‘did bewitch you,’ ‘ fascinavit vos,’ Vulg , 
Clarom. The verb Backalyw is derived 
from Bdfw, Bdorw (Pott. Etym. Forsch. 
Vol. 1. p. 271), and perhaps signified 
originally ‘mala lingud nocere;’ comp. 
Benfey, Wurzellex. Vol. 11. p. 104. Here, 
however, the reference appears rather to 


— 
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( the bewitching influence of the evil eye 
(compare Ecelus. xiv. 8, Backaivev. dp- 
Saau@, and see Elsner, in loc., Winer, 
RWB. Art. ‘Zauberei’) though not 
necessarily ‘ the evil eye of envy,’(Chrys. ; 


comp. Syr. S4.90.4) as in this latter sense 
MANS 


Bacx. is commonly with a dat. (but in 
Ecclus. xiv. 6, Ignat. Rom. 3, with 
accus.); see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 462, 
Pierson, Herodian, p. 470. The 
addition, 77 GAnd<ia wh melSeoSau [Rec 
with CD3E2JK; mss.; Vulg. (but not 
all mss.), ASth.-Pol., al.; Ath., Theod.}, 
is rightly rejected by most modern: edi- 
tors, both as deficient in external author- 
ity [omitted in ABDIEIFG; 2 mss. ; 
Syr., and nearly all Vv.j, and «as an 
apparent gloss from ch. v. 7. 

mpoeypapn| ‘was openly set forth,’ 
*proscriptus est,’ Vulg., Clarom. The 
meaning of this word has been much 
discussed, The ancient (comp. Syr.) 
and popular gloss is ¢(wypaphdn (The- 
oph., Gicum., and appy. Chrys., Theod.), 
but without any lexical authority: for 
common as is the use of ypdpw in a pic- 
torial sense, there appears no certain in- 
stance of x p o-ypdw being ever so used ; 
see Rettig, Stud. wu. Krit. 1830, p. 96 sq. 
We can then only safely translate mpoe- 
ypdon either (a) ‘antea scriptus est,’ or 
(B) ‘palam scriptus est.’ Between these 
it is difficult to decide. Considered Jex- 
ically (a) seems the most probable; for 
though (8) is appy. the more common 
meaning in Hellenic writers (Plutarch, 
Camill, § 11, comp. Polyb. Hist. xxx11. 
21, 12, al.), yet in the three other pas- 
sages in the N. T. in which mpoypdpw 
occurs, viz., Rom. xv. 4, Eph. iii. 3, 
Jude 4, it is used in the former ‘sense. 
Both meanings occur in the LXX: (a) 
in 1 Esdr. vi. 32 (Ald, * (8) in 1Mace. 

9 


x. 36, Contextual considerations seem, 
however, in: favor of (8); as not only 
does this meaning harmonize best with 
the prominent and purely local kar’ 
épSarduods (compare kat’ iupara, Soph. 
Antig. 756), but also best illustrate the 
peculiar and suggestive éBdonavey, — 
which thus gains great force and point ; 
‘who could have bewitched you by his 
gaze, when you had only to fix your 
eyes on Christ to escape the fascination ;’ 
comp. Numb. xxi. 9. év buty| 
‘among you ;’ not a Hebraistic pleonasm 
(‘construi debet éy ofs suiv,’ Grot.), but 
a regular local predicate appended to poe= 
yedon, and appy. intended to-enhance 
the preceding ofs kar’ dp%: by -a:still 
more studied specification of -place: not 


only had the truth been ‘presented to_ 
them, but preached among them, with , 


every circumstance of individual and 
local exhibition. According to the usual 
connection éy duiy is joined with éoravp. 
(comp. Chrys,); ‘but in that case both 
perspicuity and» emphasis would «have 
required the order éoravp. év duiv, while 
in the present the isolation. of ‘éoraup. is 
in accordance with the natural order, 
and adds greatly'to the pathos and em- 
phasis; see 1 Cor. i. 23, and compare 1 
Cor. ii. 2,. On the force of the. perf: 
part. as implying the permanent charac- 
ter of the action, see Winer, Gr. $45. 
1, p. 805, Green, Gr. p. 308. It 
may be observed that Lachm, (Gries. 
om. om.) omits év iuiv with ABC; 10 
mss.'; Amit., Tol., Syr., al., — but with 
but little probability, as the omission of 
such a seemingly superfluous clause can 
easily be accounted for, but not the 
insertion. 

2. rodrTo pdvor]| ‘this only,’ —not 
to mention other arguments which might 
be iderived: from. your own. admissions; 


,— 
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‘de eo quod promptum est sciscitor,’ 
Jerome. padety ad buyer; 
‘to learn of you, Auth, Ver.; not for 
mapa Sua (Riick.) which would imply 
a more immediate and direct communi- 
cation, but with the proper force of ad, 
which, as a general rule (Col. i, 7, seems 
an exception), indicates a source less ac- 
tive and more remote; contrast 2 Tim. 
iii, 14, and see Winer, Gr. § 47, ard, p. 
331 note; comp. notes also on ch. i, 12. 
For exx. of this use of uadely, not ‘to 
learn as a disciple,’ with an ironical 
reference (Luth., Beng.), but simply ‘to 
arrive at a knowledge,’ see exx. in Rost 
- u. Palm, Lex. s. v., and compare Acts 
27. 7d Wvedpal ‘the 
Spirit, thy rocabrny isxiv, Chrys.; ‘de 
Spiritu miraculorum loqui hic apostolum 
patet,’ Bull, Harm. Ap. Part mu. 11. 8. 
Is it not, however, necessary to under- 
stand this as the exclusive meaning, 
much less to explain it, with Baur, 
Apost. Paulus, p. 515, as ‘das Christ- 
liche Bewusstseyn :’ see next verse. 

&kojis wiaotews may be translated, 
either (a) ‘the hearing of faith,’ 2. e. the 
reception of the Gospel (Brown), or (8) 
‘ the report or message of faith,’ %. e. the 
preaching which related to, had as its 
subject mforis (gen. objecti), according 
as doy is taken in an active or passive 
sense. The former might seem to pre- 
serve a better antithesis to %pywy vduov, 
—‘hearing the doctrine of faith, opp. 
to doing the works of the law’ (Schott, 
Peile; comp. th.), but is open to the 
decided lexical objection that ako} ap- 
pears always used in the N, T, in a pas- 
sive sense (so both in Rom. x. 17 [see 
Fritz j, and in 1 Thess. ii. 18, where see 
notes), and to the contextual objection 
that the real opposition is not between 
the doing and the hearing, but between 
the two principles, faith and the law, — 
the question in effect being, 5 véuos uiv 


XXiil. 


Zwkev Tov, Selov Tvevparos evepyeiay, 7 
dyn 4 ém Tov Kbpioy mlotis, Theod. We 
may, then, with some confidence, adopt 
(8) ; so Goth. (‘gahauseins’), Arm., and 
recently De Wette, Meyer, and the best 
modern commentators. 

3. of rws avdnrot] ‘to so high a 
degree, so very foolish, — with reference 
to what follows: ‘quum oiztws cum ad- 
jectivo nomine aut adverbio copulatur, 
reddes non solum ‘ita,’ ‘adeo,’ verum 
etiam ‘usque adeo,’’ Steph. Thesaur. 
s. v. Vol. v. p. 2433, where several exx. 
are cited; e. g. Isoc. Paneg. 43 D, ottw 
peydaas, Xen. Cyr. 11. 216, oftw moré- 
pov. évaptdmevo.l ‘after 
having begun ;’ temporal participle re- 
ferring to the previous fact of their first 
entrance into Christian life. On the 
temporal force of the participle, see notes 
on Eph, iv. 8, but reverse the accident- 
ally transposed ‘subsequent to’ and 
‘preceding ;’ and on the force of the 
compound (more directly concentrated 
action), see notes on Phil, i. 6. 
Tlvetvuarti] ‘with the Spirit ;’ dat. of 
the manner (modal dat.) in which the 
action took place; see Winer, Gr. § 31. 
6, p. 193, Bernhardy, Syn¢. 1. 14, p. 
100, Jelf, Gr. § 603. The meaning of 
mvevua and odpét in this verse has been 
the subject of considerable discussion. 
Of the earlier expositors, Theodoret par- 
aphrases ry. by 4 xdpis, capt by 4 Kara 
vouov moriteia (so Waterl. Distinct. of 
Saer, 11. § 10, Vol. v. p. 262), while 
Chrys. finds in capt a definite allusion 
to the circumcision; comp. Eph. ii. 11, 
Alii alia. The most satisfactory view 
is that taken by Miiller, Doct. of Sin, 
ch. 2, Vol. 1. 355 sq. (Clark), — viz., 
that when zvedua is thus in ethical con- 
trast with odpé, it is to be understood of 
the Holy Spirit, regarded as the govern- 
ing and directing principle in man, odpé, 
on the contrary, as the worldly tendency 
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of human life, ‘the life and movement 
of man in things of the phenomenal 
world.’ If this be correct ry. and cdpt 


) are here used, not to denote Christianity 


and Judaism per se, but as it were the 
essence and active principle of each. 
émiter etasve| ‘are ye brought to com- 
pletion?’ Not middle, as often in Hel- 
lenic Greek (see Schweigh. Lex. Potyb. 
8. v.), but pass. ( Vulg., Clarom., Chrys ), 
as in 1 Pet. v. 9, comp. Phil. i. 6. The 
meaning of the compound must not be 
neglected; it does not merely imply 
‘finishing’ (Ust., Peile), as opposed to 
‘beginning,’ but appears always to in- 
volve the idea of bringing to a complete 
and perfect end; comp. 1 Sam. iii. 12, 
&piouat kal emiteAcow; see further exx. 
in Bretsch. Lez. s. v., and the good col- 
lection in Rost u. Palm. Lex. s. v. Vol. 
I. p. 1123, — the most definite of which 
seems, Herod. 1x. 64, 7 dikn tod Pdvou éx 
Mapdoviou émeted€eTo. 


4, éwaddete] ‘Did ye suffer, ‘passi 


> vy 
estis,’ Vulg., Clarom., : sus- 


tinuistis] Syr., ZEth, (both). The mean- 
ing of this word has been much discussed. 
The apparent tenor of the argument, as 
alluding rather to benefits than to suf- 
ferings, has led Kypke (Obs. Vol. 1. p. 
277, compare Schoettg. Hor. Vol. 1. p. 
731) and others to endeavor to substan- 
tiate by exx. that méoxew is not only a 
word of neutral meaning, but, even 
without ed or dyaddy, actually signifies 
‘ beneficiis affici,’ — a usage, however, of 
which Steph. (Thes. s. v.) rightly says 
‘exemplum desidero.” For the neutral 
meaning (‘experienced,’ ed, 1), as in- 
cluding a reference to all the spiritual 
dispensations, whether sufferings or 
blessings, which had happened to 
(Arm.), or had been vouchsafed to the 
Galatians, much may be said, both 
lexically and contextually, — still, on 


the one hand, the absence of any direct 
instance in the N. T. [even in Mark y. 
26, there is an idea of suffering in the 
background], and, on the other, the 
authority of the ancient Vv. and Greek 
expositors lead us now to revert to the 
regular meaning, seffered, and to refer 
it to the labors (Copt.), and persecutions 
which, in one form or other, must have 
certainly tried the early converts of Ga- 
latia; see Chrys., Jerome, and the good 
note of Alford in Joc. 


dyevat Tveduart, and would be regarded 


and alluded to by the Apostle as blessed | 


tokens of the Spirit’s influence; comp. 
1 Thess. ii. 13 sq., and the remarks of 
August. in h. 1. etye kal cing) 
‘af indeed,’ or, ‘if at least, it really be in 
vain.’ The sense of this clause has been 
obscured by not attending to the true 


force of eye and kat. elye 
must not be confounded with eimep 


(Tholuck, Beztrdge, p. 146): the latter, 
in accordance with the extensive, or 
perhaps rather intensive force of ep 
(Donalds. Crat. § 178, compare Klotz. 
Devar. Vol. u. p. 728), implies ‘sz om- 
nino ;’ the former (eye), in accordance 
with the restrictive yé, is ‘st quidem,’ 
and if resolved, twm certe, si; (‘ye ita 
tantummodo ad tollendam conditionem 
facit, quia twm certe, st quid fiat, aliud 
esse significat, non ut ipsam Conditionem 
confirmet,’ Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 308), 
comp. p. 528. No inference, however, 
of the Apostle’s real opinion can be 
drawn merely from the ye (evye ‘usur- 
patur de re que jure sumpta,’ Herm. 
Vig. No. 310), as it is the sentence and 
not the particle which determines the 
rectitude of the assumption. 

xa) must closely be joined with elxj, 
and either (a), with its usual ascensive 
force (‘quasi ascensionem ad cam rem 
quo pertineat particula;’ Klotz, Devar. 


All these suffer-_ 
ings were a genuine evidence of the évapé- | 
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As Abraham was justified 
by faith; so shall his spir- 
itual children be justitied, and share his blessing. 
Vol. u. p. 638), gives to the clause the 
meaning, ‘if at least it amount to, ¢. e. 
be really in vain,’ or (b), with what may 
be termed its descensive force ( Odyss. 1. 
58, see Hartung, Partik. at, § 2. 8, 
Vol. 1. p. 136), serves to imply, ‘if at 
least it be only in vain, ze. has not 
proceeded to a more dangerous. length, 
‘videndum ne ad perniciem valeat,’ 
August., Cocceius. . Of these (6) is the 
most emphatic and pungent (so Mey. ; 
De W.), but (@) most characteristic of 
the large heart of the Apostle, and of 
the spirit of love and tenderness to his 
converts (ch, iv. 19), which is blended 
even with the rebukes of this Epistle ; 
so Chrys., and the Greek expositors:; 
comp. Brown, p. 112. 

5. 6 obv érmixopnya@v] ‘He then 
who is bestowing,’ etc.: resumption by 
means of the reflexive ody (see below, 
and notes.on Phil. ii. 1) of the. subject 
of ver. 2; ver. 3 and 4 being in» effect 
parenthetical. The subject of this verse 
is not St. Paul (Lomb. Erasm., al.), but, 
as the context, the meaning of Suvduers, 
the nature of the action specified (ém- 
xopnyay), and the permanence of the 
action implied by the tense pres. émxo- 
pnyav (comp. Winer, Gr..§.45. 1, p. 304, 
Schmalfeld, Synt..§ 202, p. 405), all 
obviously suggest, — God: 6 Oeds, pow, 
6 émxopnyav buiv Td TMvedua,: Theophs 
The force of ém) in émxop. does not ap- 
pear additive, but directive (see Rost u. 
Palm, Lez. s. v.,.and 7b. s.-v. él, C. 3. 
ec), any idea of the freedom or ample 
nature of the gift (Winer, Peile), being 
due solely to the primary meaning of 
the simple verb; see notes on Col, iis 19, 
and compare 2.Cor. ix. 10, where both 
xopnyéw and emixopnyéw occur in the 
same verse, and appy. in the» same sense 


® KaSas ABpadm émictevcey TO Oc, Kal 


quantitatively considered. For exx. of 
the use of émxop. in later writers see 
the collection of Hase, in Steph. Thes. 
s. v. Vol,. m1. p. 1902. On the 
present resumptive use of ody after a 
(logical). parenthesis; which. has been 
incorrectly pronounced: rare in Attic 
writers, see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 
718, Hartung, Partik. ov, 3. 5, Vol. 
u. p. 22. It may be remarked that, as 
a general rule, ody is continuative and 
retrospective rather than illative, and is 
in this respect to be distinguished from 
épa (Donalds. Gr. § 604), but it must 
not also be forgotten that as in the New 
Testament the use of ody is to that of 
%pa nearly as 11 to 1, the force of the 
former particle must not be unduly re- 
stricted. In St. Paul's Epp. where-the 
proportion is not quite 4 to 1, the true 
distinction between t‘e two particles 
may be more safely maintained; see, 
however, notes on 1 Tim. ii. 1 ( Transl.) 
. rel tie j 

Sduvapuers| ‘miraculous powers, thou 
[virtutes] Syr., ‘virtutes,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom. This more. restricted. meaning, 
which may be supported by 1 Cor. xii. 
28, and probably Matth xiv. 2, seems 
best. to accord with the context. Kal is 
then é&yyntixdv, and év Sip retains its 
natural meaning with évepyéw, ‘in you,’ 
‘within you ;’ comp. Matth, 4. c. af duvd- 
pets €vepyovow ey ate. eb Ep- 
yov vdpou] ‘from the works of the 
daw ;’. not exactly ‘as following upon,’ 
Alf. 2, — but, in more strict accordance 
with the primary force of the prep. 
‘from,’ ‘out of’ |(¢ex,’ Vulg.), asthe 
originating: or moving cause of the 
emiXophynots; compare notes on Gal, 
li. 16, 

6.: Kad ds] Even as.’ . 


The. answer 


) 


( 


Cnap. III. 6, 7. 
edoyiaSn adr@d eis Sixavocvynv. 


is so obvious, that St. Paul proceeds. as 
if it had been expressed. The com- 
pound particle ca3as is not found in the 
purer Attic writers, though sufficiently 
common in later writers; see exx. col- 
lected by Lobeck, Phryn. p. 426. Em. 
Moschop., the Byzantine Grammarian, 
cited by Fabricius, Bed/. Greca, Vol. 
vi. p. 191 (ed. Harles), remarks that 
this is an Alexandrian usage; 7b kada& 
of ’Artixol xp@yTat, Td 5 KaSHs ovdéE- 
mote, GAA’ 4} TOY’ Adrekavdpéww SiddekTos 
kad’ hy 7 Sela ypaph yéypawra: see esp. 
Sturz de Dialecto Maced. § 9, s. v. (Steph. 
Thes. ed. Valpy, p. clxx.) On the most 
suitable translation, compare notes on 
1 Thess. i. 5 (Transl.). . édo- 
yiodn adT@ eis Straroctbyny| 
‘it was accounted for to him,’ or ‘was 
reckoned to him, as righteousness,’ scil. 
7> miotevoa; sce Winer, Gr. § 49. 2, 
p. 427 (ed 5). The phrase Aoyterat re 
ets tt, Acts xix. 27, Rom. ii. 26, iv. 3, 
ix. 8, is explained by Fritzsche (Rom. 
Vol. 1. p. 137), as equivalent to AoylCerat 
tT. eis Td elvat re, ‘ita res cestimatur ut 
res sit,’ h. e. ‘ut pro re valeat ;’? hence 
*tribuitur alicui rei vis ac pondus rei.’ 
In such cases, the more exact idea con- 
veyed by cis, of destination for any 
object or thing (Rost u. Palm, Lez. s. 
v. eis, v. 1), is blended with that of sim- 
ple predication of it. In later writers 
this extended so far that e¢’s is often 
used as a mere index of the accus., hav- 
ing lost all its prepositional force; ¢. g. 
yew cis yuvaika: see Bernh. Synt. v. 
11. b. 2, p. 219. With the present 
semi-Hebraistic use of Aoyi¢. eis, it is 
instructive to contrast Xen. Cyr. 11. 1. 
33, xphuata eis apytpwv Aoyxévra, 
where cis has its primary ethical mean- 
ing of measure, accordance to. 

On the doctrinal meaning of éAoylsSn 
ke T. A., See Bull, Harm. Apost, 1. 12, 22, 
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and for an able comparison of the faith 
of Abraham with that of Christians, 
Hammond, Pract. Catech. Book 1. 8. 

&pa] ‘Know ye 


v 
therefore,’ aS.9 [cognoscite] Syr., Vulg., 


7. yiveonere 


Clarom., Armen.,— not indicative, as 
Jerome, Ps, Ambr., al., and most re- 
cently Alf.: the cmper. is not only more 
animated, but more logically correct, 
for the declaration: in the verse is really 
oneof the points which the Apostle is 
laboring to prove; éy Keparalw diddoret 
Tov "ABpadu éx mictews dikawSévra, Kat 
Tovs popluous Tis mictews viols Tou 
"ABpadu xpnuariCovras, Theod.; see 
Olsh. in loc. The objections of Riick., 
and even of Alf. to the use of &pa with 
the imper. are distinctly invalid; not 
only is the union of theimperative with 
&pa logically admissible, and borne out 
by usage (comp. Hom. Ji. x. 249), but 
further, in perfect harmony with the 
true lexical force of the particle: ‘rebus 
ita comparatis (Abraham's faith being 
reckoned to him as righteousness) cog- 
noscite,’ etc.; see Klotz. Devar. Vol. u. 
p. 167. of én mlaotews] 
‘they who are of faith,’ not ‘they who 
rest on faith’ (Green, Gr. p. 288), but, 
in accordance with the primary mean- 
ing of origin, ‘they who are spiritually 
descended from, whose source of spir- 
itual life is— lors: comp. Rom. ii. 8, 
of é épiSelas, ‘qui a malarum fraudum 
machinatione originem ducunt,’ ‘qui 
malitiam tanquam parentem habent,’ 
Fritz. in loc, Vol. 1 p. 105. 
obrot| ‘these (and none other than 
these ),’ ‘exclusis ceteris Abrahamo na- 
tis,’ Beng. ; see Jamesi. 25. This retro- 
spective and emphatic use of the pro- 
noun is illustrated by Winer, Gr. § 23, 
4, p. 1443; see also Bernhardy, Synt. v1 
8. d, p. 2838, Jelf, Gr, § 658. 
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8. mpoidotaa dé h ypagh) ‘More- 
over the Scripture foreseeing :’ further 
statement that the faithful, who have 
_ already been shown to be the true chil- 
\ dren of Abraham, are also the only and 
\ proper participators in his blessing. This 
sort of personification is noticed by 
Schoettg. (Hor. Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 732) as 
a ‘formula Judeis admodum solemnis,’ 
@. J. WANT AS A ‘Quid vidit scrip- 
tura?’ sam meq ma ‘Quid vidit ille, 
h.e, quidnam ipsi in mentem venit?’ 
see also Surenhus. B/BA. Katada. p. 6, 
sq. In such cases 7 ypapt stands obvi- 
ously for the Author of the Scriptures 
— God, by whose inspiration they were 


written; compare Syr., where la] 
ovd 


[Aloha] is actually adopted in the trans- 
lation, dé appears to be here 
peraBarixdy, t. e. indicative of transition 
(Hartung, Partik. dé, 2. 38, Vol. 1. p. 
165, Winer, Gr. § 53.7. b, p. 393); it 
does not merely connect this verse with 
the preceding (Auth. Ver., Peile, Co- 
nyb., al.), but implies a further consid- 
eration of the subject under another 
aspect; ‘d5é cam ipsam vim habet ut 
abducat nos ab eA re que proposita est, 
transferatque ad id, quod, missd illA 
priore re, jam pro vero ponendum esse 
videatur,’ Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 353. 
The exact force of dé, which is never 
simply connective (Hartung, Partih. 
Vol. 1% p. 163) and never loses all 
shades of its true oppositive character, 
deserves almost more attentive consider- 
ation in these Epp. than any other par- 
ticle, and will often be found to supply 
the only true clue to the sequence and 
evolution of the argument. 

Hixaso?| ‘justifieth ;’ not ‘would jus- 


tify,’ Auth. (‘prasens pro futuro,’ 
Grot.), nor present with ref. to what is 
now taking place (De W.), but what 
is termed the ethical present, with sig- 
nificant reference to the eternal and 
immutable counsels of God; &vwder 
Tavta Kal dpice kal mponydpevaey 6 Ocds, 
Theod.; comp. Matth. xxvi. 2, mapadi- 
dora; see Winer, Gr. § 40. 2, p. 237, 
and for the rationale of this usage, 
Schmalfeld, Synt. § 54. 2, p. 91. 

mpoeunyyedtaato] ‘made known the 
glad tidings beforehund ;? compare Gen. 
xii. 38, xviii. 18, xxii. 18. The com- 
pound zpoevayy. is somewhat rare; it 
occurs in Schol. Soph. Trach. 335, 
Philo, de Opif.§ 9. Vol. 1. p. 7, de Mut. 
Nom, § 29, Vol. 1. p. 602 (ed. Mang.) 
and the eccles, writers. 


ore 
évevaoy.] ‘shall be blessed in ;’ quo- 
tation, by means of the usual 67: rect- 
tativum, from Gen. xii. 3 (compare ch. 
xviii, 18, xxii. 18), though not in the 
exact words; the here more apposite 
but practically synonymous mdvta 7d 
é3vn being used (perhaps from ch. xviii, 
18) instead of the waca: ai piaAat Tis yijs 
of the LXX: compare Surenhus. B:BaA, 
Kataaa. p. 567. The simple form 
evAoyn®. is adopted by Elz, (not Steph.), 
but only with FG and cursive mss. 
év cot] ‘in thee, as the spiritual ) 
father of all the faithful; not ¢ per te,’ 
Schott, but simply and plainly ‘in te,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., — the prep. with its 
usual force specifying Abraham as the 
substratum, foundation, on which, and 
in which, the blessing rests; compare 
1 Cor. vii. 14, and Winer, Gr. § 48. a, 
p. 346. ; 

9. Bare] ‘So then,’ ‘Consequently, 
see notes on ch, ii, 18. “ove states the 


Cuap. III. 9, 10. 


They who are of the works 
of the Law lie under a 
curse, from which Christ 
has freed us; having en- 
sured to all in Himself the 
blessing of Abraham. 


result from the emphatic évevaoy. (cvA- 
AoyiCduevos éemhyayev, Chrys.) : it is 
from the fact of the blessing having 
been promised to Abraham and his chil- 
dren, that of é« mforews share it, inas- 
much as they are true children (ver. 7) 
of Abraham; edaroynudévor eicly of... 
7H whore: mpootdytes, Gomep kal 6 mioTds 
*ABp. nvdAdynto, Theoph. ovr 
‘together with ;’ not ‘similiter,’ Grot., 
but, in accordance with the regular 
meaning of the prep., ‘with,’ ‘in asso- 
ciation with’ (Winer, Gr. § 48. b, p. 
849), the morg serving to hint (Mey., 
Alf.) at that to which this association is 
truly to be referred; ef tis tolvuy rijs 
exelvou cuyyevelas akiwSjvat Tore?, Thy 
éxelvov tlaortv (ndoitw, Theod. The 
change of prep. introduces a correspond- 
ing change in the aspect in which Abra- 
ham is regarded : under év he is regarded 
as the Patriarch, the spiritual ancestor 
tn whom, — under obv he is regarded as 
the illustriously faithful individual eth 
whom, all of éx mlor. share the blessing ; 
see Windischm. 7m doc. Schott cites a 
similar use of werd (with Gen.) Psalm 
cv. 6, mudprouey pera TaY maTépwr; 
Eccles. ii. 16, &droSaveirar 6 copos peTd 
700 &povos; but in both cases a simi- 
larity of lot rather than a strict commu- 
nity and fellowship in it, seems implied ; 
as a gencral rule, perd tivos implies 
rather coéxistence, abv tint, coherence ; 
see Kriiger, Sprachi. § 68. 13. 1, and 
comp. notes on Eph. vi. 23. 

10. Scot yap k.7.A.] Proof of 
the justice of the conclusion in ver. 9 
with regard to of é« mlorews; yap intro- 
ducing e contrario — a confirmatory no- 
tice of the acknowledged state of the 
other class, of et &pywr vduov: not only 
are they not blessed with Abraham, but 
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they are actually under a curse. St, 
Paul’s love of proving all his assertions 
has been often noticed; comp. David- 
son, Introd. Vol. 11. p. 145. of 
ef Epywv vdmou| ‘they who are of, 
?, e. appertain to, rest upon, the works 
of the law,’ ‘quiin lege justitiam que- 
runt,’ Bull, Harm. Ap. 1. 7. 12; the 
primary force of éx, owing to the nature 
of the expression, being here slightly 
less obvious than in ver. 8, and suggest- 
ing more the secondary and derivative _ 


idea_of dependence on than of direct 


origination from ; see Winer in loc., and 
comp. 1 Cor, xii. 16, od« eiud ee tod 

bmd Katdpav] ‘un- 
not ‘ under the curse,’ but 
almost simply and generally, ‘under 


odpuaros. 


der a curse ;” 


curse’ == émkardparos ; comp. bp &uap= 
tiav, Rom. iii. 9: the proof drawn from 
the O. T. becomes thus more cogent. 
‘Yrd, it may be remarked, has appy. 
here no quasi-physical sense (xatdou 
being viewed in the light of a burden, 
Riick., Windschm.), but its common 
ethical sense of ‘subjection to;’ sce 
Winer, Gr. § 49. k, p. 362. With 
regard to the argument, it is only neces- 
sary to observe that the whole obviously 
rests on the admission, which it was im- 
possible not to make, that no one of of 
e &pywy vduou can fulfil all the requisi- 
tions of the law; see esp. Bull, Harm. 
Apost. u. 7. 11, and comp. with it Us- 


teri, Lehrd. 1. -4. B, p. 60. y é- 
ypattat yap] Confirmation from 
Scripture of the preceding words. The 


quotation is from Deut, xxvii. 26, 
though not in the exact words either 
of the Heb. or LXX; comp. Surenhus, 
BiBAos Kataaa., p» 569, and Bagge in 
Joc. The following 87: is omitted by 
Ree., but only with JIX; mss.. and some 
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Ff. Tod mothoat avTal ‘to 
do them,’ ‘ut faciat ea,’ Vulg., Clarom. ; 
purpose contemplated and involved in 
the éuuéver. This use of the infin. to 
denote design, intention, is (with the 
exception of a few instances from the 
other writers in the N. T., Mark iv. 3 
[Ree.], James v. 17) confined to St. 
Paul and St. Luke; see Fritz. Matth, 
Excurs. 1. p. 485, Winer, Gr. § 45. 4. 
b, p. 377. The construction is not, 
properly considered, Hebraistic, but be- 
longs to later Greek, and may be cor- 
rectly explained as an amplification of 
the use of the gen., which serves first to 
mark the result or product (e. g. Il. B. 
897, Kimata mavTolwy dveuwy, Scheuerl. 
Synt.§ u. 1, p. 79), then further, the 
purpose of the working object, and lastly 
(e. g. in LXX, where the Hebr. idiom 
would naturally cause this development) 
becomes little more than explanatory and 
definitive ; comp. Gen. iii. 6, dpatdy éore 
Tov Katavojoa, Exod. ii. 18, éraxvvare 
Tod wapayevéodat. In this latter case 
the first verb commonly marks a more 
general action, the second, one. more 
limiting and special; comp. Gen. xxxiv. 
17, eloaxovew judy Tod Tepireweodat, and 
see esp. Thiersch, de Pent, 11. 12, p. 
173 sq., where this usage is well inves- 
tigated. The progress of this structure 
in classical Greek is briefly noticed by 
Bernhardy, Synt. 1x. 2, p. 857. 

Ll. ri SE wT. A.] ‘But (further) 
that in the law,’ etc.:’ continuation of 
the reasoning; 8& subjoining to the ¢ar- 
gumentum e contrario,’ —- that those of 


\the law are under the curse (ver. 10), 


—the supplementary argument derived 
from Scripture that no one under any 
circumstances is justified by the law. 
The oppositive force of 5¢ may thus be 
felt in the incidental reply which the 


* 


verse affords to a deduction that might 
have been obviously made from ver. 10; 
‘but — lest any one should imagine that 
if a man did so éupevery x. 7. A. he 
would be blessed —let me add,’ ete. ; 
compare De Wette in loc. év 
vdmo@]. ‘under the law; 7%. e. in the 
sphere and domain of the law; Acts 
xiii. 39, Rom. ii. 12, iii, 19. The in- 
strumental meaning is grammatically 
tenable (object existing in the means, 
Jelf, Gr. § 622, 3, see notes on 1 Thess. 
iv. 18), and even contextually plausible, 
owing to the prominence of év véu@ and 
its apparent opposition to Xpiords, ver. 
13 (see Meyer): as, however, gwing to 
the inversion of the syllogism} the op- 
position between the clauses is much 
obscured, the simpler and more usual 
meaning is here to be preferred: comp. 
notes on 1 Thess. ii 3. The more in- 
clusive éy is thus perhaps chosen design- 
edly, as the Apostle’s object is appy. to 
show that the idea of justification falls 
wholly out of the domain of the law, 


and is incompatible with its very nature 


and character. Tapa TE Ocg| 
‘in the sight of ;’ 7. e. ‘in the judgment 
of God’ (Rom. ii, 18, xii, 16, 1 Pet. ii, 
20), the idea of locality suggested by 
the prep. being still retained in that of 
judgment at a tribunal; see notes on 
2 Thess.i.6. This usage is sufficiently 
common in classical writers; see Bern- 
hardy, Synt. v. 17. b, p. 257, and exx, 
in Palm u. Rost, Lex. s, v. apd, 11. 2, 
Vol. 11. p. 667. bri 6 Sixatos 
«. 7. A.] ‘because, The just shall live by 
faith, Tabak. ii. 4, again cited in Rom. 
i. 17, Heb. x. 38, —this second Sr: be- 
ing causal, the first simply declarative. 
It is extremely difficult ta decide whether 
ex mar. is to be joined with 6 dfn. (* the 
just by faith’), or with the verb, The 
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former is perfectly correct in point of 
grammar, though doubted by Bp. Middl. 
(see Winer, Gr. § 20. 2, p. 123), and is 
adopted by Hammond, Meyer, and other 
careful expositors. As, however, it 
seems certain (opp. to Baumg.-Crus.) 
that the original Hebrew (see Hitzig in 
toc., Kt. Prophet. p. 263, 264) does not 
bear this meaning,—as St. Paul is 
quoting the words in the order in which 
they stand in the LXX, not in that (6 
éx tiot. dix.) most favorable to such a 
transl.,— as the argument seems best 
sustained by the other construction (see 
Middl. tm Joc., and comp. Bull, Exam. 
Cens, Animadv. 11. 5), — and lastly, as 
Choerat é« mior. thus stands in more ex- 
act opposition to (fo. év avrois, it seems 
best with Copt., Arm. (appy.), Chrys. 
(appy-), and the bulk of the older ex- 
positors, to connect éx miorews with 
Choerat. 

12.6 5€ vopos x. 7. A.) ‘but the 
law is not of faith,’ scil. does not spring 
from it, has no connection with it in 
point of principle or origin; propositio 
minor of the syllogism, 6 8ik. é« mior. 
(fo. being the prop. major, év vdu. odd. 
dix. the conclusion. The Auth. Vers. 
by translating 5¢ ‘and’ obscures the 
argumentation. 6 Toinoas 
abtd| ‘he who hath done them,’ scil. ra 
mpoordyuara and 7% Kptuwara, mentioned 
in the former part of the verse here re- 
ferred to, — Lev. xviii. 5. Tovjoas is 
emphatic (‘ preecepta legis non sunt de 
credendis, sed de faciendis,’ Aquin.), 
and is prefaced by the adversative Gan’ 
as expressing a sentiment directly oppo- 
site to what has preceded. There is 
thus no ellipse of yéypamrra: (Schott) or 
Aéyer (Bagge); comp. Fritz, Rom. Vol. 
IL. p. 284. The insertion of &vSpw- 
sos after abr& ( Rec.) has only the author- 
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ity of D3EJK and mss., and is rightly 
rejected by most modern editors. 

év abtots] ‘in them, 7, e., as Winer 
paraphrases, ‘ ut in his legibus, vite fons 
quasi insit. 

13. Xprotds Hmas x.7.A.] ‘Christ 
ransomed us,’ etc.; vivid and studicdly 
abrupt contrast to the declaration in- 
volved in the two preceding verses; the 
law condemned us, Christ ransomed us; 
‘non dissimile asyndeton, Col. iii. 4, 
ubi item de Christo,’ Beng. 

Neas| Jews; _not Jews and heathens ;_ 
‘Judeos 1 preecipue pressit maledictio,’ 

Beng., compare Chrys, For (1) the 
whole context implies that the law is 
the Mosaic law: see Usteri in loc. (2) 
This law had, strictly speaking, no force 
over the Gentiles, but was, in fact, the 
peodrotxos between the Jews and Gen- 
tiles: Eph. ii. 14, 15. For a further 
discussion of this, consult Meyer and 
Usteri én Joc., and Brown Galat, p. 129 
sq. The doctrinal deductions made 
from this and similar passages, though 
perfectly just and true (comp. Neand. 
Plant. Vol. 1. p. 438, Bohn), cannot be: 
urged against the more limited meaning: 
which the context seems obviously to 
require. éénydpacey] ‘ran- 
somed,’ ‘redeemed.’ Christ ransomed 
the Jews from the curse of the law, by 
having taken it upon Himself for their 
sakes and in their stead. An accurate 
explanation of this, and the cognate 
idea amoAbrpwors, will be found in Ust, 
Lehrb. u. 1. 1, p. 107, and m. 1, 3, p. 
202. The force of the preposition (éx) 
need not be very strongly pressed, e. g. 
‘emtione nos inde eruit,’ Beng.: see 
Polyb. Hist, m1, 42, 2, e&yydpace map’ 
avtav t& Te povdtvAa mWAoia Kk. T. As, 
where the prep. has no marked mean- 
ing. This tendency to use verbs com- 
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pounded with prepp. without any obvious 
increase of meaning, is one of the char- 
acteristics of later Greek ; Thiersch, de 
Pentat, Vers. Alex. u. 1, p. 83. 

yevdmevos bwep Huey Kar] ‘by 
having become a curse for us ;’ dependent 
participle expressing the manner of the 
action, which again is more distinctly 
elucidated in the quotation; Aéye 5é 
kal tov tpdmov, Theod. The abstract 
katdpa (not, ‘an accursed thing,’ Peile, 
— which dilutes the antithesis) is proba- 
bly chosen, as Meyer suggests, instead of 


‘the concrete, to express with more force 
' the completeness of the satisfaction which 
-Christ made to the law. 


On the doc- 
trinal import of the expression (xatdpa 
Heovoe 80 Cue, 6 Thy euhv AVwv kargpay, 
Greg. Naz.) see the quotations in Suicer, 
Thes. 8. v. katdpa, Vol. 11. p. 57 sq., and 
for a few words of great force and elo- 
quence on the ‘maledictum crucis,’ An- 
drewes, Serm. 11. Vol. 11. p. 174 (A. C. 
Libr.). bmrép hu@r] ‘for us,’ ‘salu- 
tis nostree reparande causa,’ Schott. In 
this and similar passages the exact mean- 
ing of the prep. has been much contested. 
Is it (a) ‘2 commodum (alicwjus),’ or 
(B) ‘in loco (alicwjus)?’ The following 
seems the most simple answer. ‘Yzép, 
in its ethical sense, has principally and 
primarily (see note, ch. i. 4) the jirst 
meaning, especially in doctrinal passages, 
where the atoning death of Christ is al- 
luded to, e. g. 2 Cor, v. 21, tov wh yvdvTa 
Gpaptiay imtp judy emolnoevy Guaptiav. 
But as there are general passages in the 
N. T. where S7ép has eminently the sec- 
ond meaning, e, g. Philem. 13, tva imp 
cod ot Staxov7 (comp. Plato, Gorg. 515 
©, yh brtp cod amoxpwodua),—so are 
there doctrinal passages (as here) where 
jmtp may admit the second meaning 
wnited with the first, when the context 


(e. g. in 1 Cor. xv. 3 it would be inad- 
missible), and nature of the argument 
seem to require it, though probably never 
(Winer Gr. § 48.1, p. 342) the second 
exclusively : see Magee, Atonement, No, 
30, Vol. 1. p, 245 sq., and Usteri, Lehrd, 
ut, 1, p. 115 sq., where the meaning of 
the prep. is briefly discussed, 

bri yéypanrtat) ‘forasmuch as it is 
written ;’ parenthetical confirmation of 
the assertion involved in-the preceding 
participial clause, yevdu. x. 7. A. The 
passage in Deut. (ch, xxi. 23) here ad- 


duced does not allude to crucifying, but | 


to exposure after death on stakes or 
crosses (Josh. x. 26), but is fully per- 
tinent as specifying the ‘ignominious 
particularity to which the legal curse 
belonged,’ and which our Redeemer 
by hanging dead on the cross formally 
fulfilled; see esp. Pearson, Creed, Art. 
iv. Vol. 1. p. 248 sq. (Burt.). It is in- 
teresting to notice that the dead body 
was not hanged by the neck, but by the 
hands, and not on a tree, but on a piece 
of wood (‘non ex arbore sed ligno,’ 
Dassov.) ; see the treatise of Dassovius 
in Thesaur, Theolog.-Philol. Vol. 1. p. 
614, Jahn, Archeol, § 258, and Bahr, 
Stud. wu, Krit. for 1849, p. 924 sq. 

The reading of Rec., yéypartat ydp, has 
only the support of D3EJK; mss.; 
Syr. (both) Copt., al., and bears every 
appearance of a conformation to the 
more usual mode of citation, ver. 10. 

14. fva eis ra %Svy] ‘in order 
that unto the Gentiles :’ divine purpose 
involved in the e&nydpacev ek 7s kardpas 
k. 7. A. The first purpose was the ran- 
som of the Jews from the curse; the 
second, which was involved in the first 
(8tt 4 owrnpla ek Tov "lovdalwy éori, 
John iv. 22), was the extension of Abra- 
ham's blessing to the Gentiles, but that, 
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Even the customs of men 
must show that the prom- 


°° Aberdot, kata avSpwrov rAéyo Sues 


ise of God to Abraham cannot be annulled by the law which was so long afterwards. 


[ not through the law but in Jesus Christ. 


Eis with accus, is here neither simply 
identical with dat. (comp. Winer, Gr. 
§ 31. 5, p. 191), nor in its more lax 
sense of ‘in reference to’ (Piele; comp. 
Bern. Synt. v. 11, p. 219), but retains 
its proper Jocal meaning, with refer- 
ence to the metaphorical arrival of the 
evaAoyia; see Winer, Gr. § 49. a, p. 353. 
h evrAoyla Tod "ABp.| ‘the blessing 


of Abraham,’ scil. the blessing announced 


to and vouchsafed to Abraham (ver. 8), 
n evdAoyla % éx mictews, Theoph.; the 
gen. being the gen. odjecti; comp. Rom. 
xv. 8, Tas emayyeAlas Tay Twatépwy, and 
see Winer, Gr. § 30. 1. p. 167 sq, 
Kriiger, Sprachl. § 47.7, 1 sq. 

évy Xptote “Ino.]| ‘in Christ Jesus,’ 
‘in Christo Jesu,’ Vulg., Clarom., Copt., 


.Arm ; not ‘propter,’ Aith., or for d:d, 


Grot. (comp. Chrys.), as this instru- 
mental use of éy with persons, though 
found in a few passages (comp. Matth. 
ix. 34, éy +@ &pxovtt, — he was the 
causa efficiens), is here certainly not 
necessary. It was ‘im Christ,’ in the 
knowledge of Him and in His death, 


\. that the Gentiles received the blessing. 


iva thv «.7.A.J ‘%m order that we 
might receive ;’ second statement of 
purpose, not subordinated to, but co- 
ordinate with the preceding one. Meyer 
cites as instances of a similar parallel- 
ism of fva, Rom. vii. 13, 2 Cor, ix. 3, 
Eph. vi. 19. The Apostle advances 
with his subject, till at last under AdBw- 
ev he includes all; ‘nos, omnium gen- 
tium homines, sive Judi, sive Barbari.’ 
thy érayyedrlav Tod Mvetparos] 
‘the promise of the Spirit ;’ not merely 
rd emayyeddy TMyvedua (Fritz. Rom. vi. 
4, Vol. 1. p. 368), but ‘the realization 


of the promise of the Spirit,’ érayy. 
being taken in a partially concrete sense ; 
comp. Luke xxiv. 49, Heb. x. 36, and 
see Winer, Gr. § 34. 38, p. 211. Gram- 
matically considered, rod Tvedu. may 
be a gen. subjecti, sc. * promissionem a 
Spiritu profectam,’ or a gen. objecti, as 
above. Doctrinally considered, how- 
ever, the latter is distinctly to be pre- 


ferred; the Spirit being usually repre- | 


sented by the Apostle as not so much 


the source, as the pledge of the fulfil-. 
ment of the promise; see Usteri, Lehrd, ° 


11. 1, 2, p. 174 note. After a won- 
drous chain of arguments, expressed 
with equal force, brevity, and profund- 


ity, the Apostle comes back to the sub- ~ 


ject of ver.2; the gift of the Holy 


Ghost came through faith in Jesus | 


Christ. 


15. &5¢€A pol x. r.A.] Proof that the | 


promise was not abrogated by the law: 
ottw Bettas Thy mloTW mpeoButépay Tov 
vouov, diddonrer wdAw bs 6 vduos euroddv 
ov divaTrat yeveodat Tals @eoU emayyeAl- 
ats, Theod. kata &vdspwror| 
‘after the manner of men;’ & dvSpwrt- 
vov mapaderyparwy, Chrys., avpwmivors 
mpdypaot Kéxpnuat, Theod.; see notes, 
ch. i. 11. With this expression the 
Apostle here introduces an argument 
which rests on mere human analogies, 
and which he uses as men might (‘ tan- 
quam inter homines,’ Syr.), one to 
another: ‘affero exemplum ex hominum 
viti depromptum,’ Fritz. Rom, iii. 5, 
Vol. 1. 160, — where the various mean- 
ings of this formula will be found briefly 
noticed, buws avdparov 
kK. T. A.] ‘though it be but a man's cove« 
nant, yet when confirmed,’ ete. : logically 
inexact, but not idiomatically uncommon 
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transposition of 8uws, which, as the sense 
shows, really belongs to ovdels. Both 
8uws and other adverbs (e. g. del, moAAd- 
xis, %7), are occasionally thus, as it 
were, attracted out of their logical or- 
der, when the meaning is otherwise 
distinct ; see Winer, Gr. § 61. 4, p. 488, 
and Ellendt, Lex. Soph. s. v. 8uws, who 
observes that this transposition is most 
frequently found with participles; ‘duws 
cum participio ita componitur, ut inclu- 
sum protasi tamen ad apodosin pertineat,’ 
Vol. 1. p. 318: compare Plato, Phedo, 
91. poBetrar wh h ux) Sums Kal Serdre- 
pov kal kdAAwov dy TOU owmaTos mpoamoA= 
A’nra, and see Stallbaum, in loc. 
diaShenv] ‘a covenant.’ It may be 
true, doctrinally considered, that it is 
not of much moment whether d:a9. be 
interpreted ‘ contractum an testamentum’ 
(Calv.); considered however exegcti- 
cally, it is obvious that (a) the order of 
the words, and (d) the comparison be- 
tween the d:aSj«n Of man and the dia- 
Shen of God (ver. 17), tacitly instituted 
by the emphatic position of avSpézov 
(sing. to make the antithesis more ap- 
parent), both require exclusively the 
former meaning; so Auth. (kidan), and 
appy- Theoph. SiadHeny cal conpavilay : 
the other Vv. either adopt diadhkn (Syr., 
Copt.), or are ambiguous. A paper on 
the uses of this word in the N. T, will 
be found in the Classical Museum, Vol. 
vu. p. 299; see also Bagge tn loc. 
émidiatdooetat] ‘adds new condi- 
tions,’ ‘superordinat,’ Vulg., Clarom., 
‘novas addit constitutiones,’ Bretsch. 
Lex. s. v., or, in effect, as it is neatly 
paraphrased by Herm., ‘additamentis 
vitiat ; comp. Joseph. Antig. xvu. 9, 4, 
and esp. Bell. Jud. 1. 2. 3, dtiav rijs 
emidiasnkns thy diadhnny elvar kupiwré- 
pay. 


16. 7G 5E°ABpadp] ‘Now to Abra- 
ham,’ parenthetical argument designed 
to make the application of this particu- 
lar example to the general case perfectly 
distinct, and to obviate every misappre- 
hension. The Apostle seems to say; 
‘this, however, is not a case merely of a 
diaSh«n, but of an érayyeAla, — yea, of 
érayyeAl at; nor was it made merely to 
a man Abraham (év%. diad.), but to 
Christ. According to the usual inter- 
pretation, 5¢ introduces the prop. minor 
of a syllogism, which is interrupted by 
the parenthetical comment ob Aéye: . . . 
Xpiords, but resumed in ver. 17, ‘atqui 
Abraamo et semini,’ etc., Herm. To 
this, however, the objection of Meyer 
seems very just, that in that case St. 
Paul would have undoubtedly given a 
greater logical prominence to the divine 
nature of the promises to Abraham by 
some such term as @eds 5&8 7G ’ABp. 
kK. T.A.; see also Alf. tm Joe. at 
emayyeAtat] ‘the promises ;* plural, 
as being several times repeated ({Est.), 
and couched in different forms of ex- 
pression; comp. Gen. xiii. 15, xv. 18, 
xvii. 8, xxvi. 4, xxviii. 14. They in- 
volved, as Bengel well observes, not only 
earthly | but heavenly blessings, ‘terre 
Canaan et mundi, et divinorum bonorum 
omnium.’? The latter were more dis- 
tinctly future, the former paulo-post- 
future. On the exact spiritual nature 
of these promises, see Hengstenberg, 
Christol. Vol. 1. p. 38 (Clark). 

The so-called Ionic form ép5é3noav has 
the support of the best uncial MSS., 
and is adopted by most of the recent 
editors ; see Lobeck, Phryn. p. 447. 

kal TG omépuatt avtod| ‘and to 
his seed ;’ emphatic, as pointing to 
Christ, and forming as it were the ful- 
crum of the argument which follows. 
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The passages of Scripture referred to are 
here appy. Gen. xiii. 15, and xvii. 8, 
but not Gen. xxii. 18; so Iren. y. 32, 
Origen on Rom. iv. Vol..v. p. 276 (ed. 
Lomm.). ‘We may here pause to 
make a brief remark on the. great free- 
dom with which so many commentators 
have allowed themselves to characterize 
St. Paul’s argument as either artificial 
(¢Schulkunst,’ Ewald) or Rabbinical 
(Mey. ; comp. Surenhus. Bia. Karaaa. 
p- 84), or, as Baur, Apost. Paul. p. 665, 
has even ventured to assert, ‘ plainly 
arbitrary and incorrect.’ It may be true 
that similar arguments occur in Rab- 
binical writers (Schoettg. Hor. Vol, 1. 
;p- 736); it may be true that omépya 


/ (like »57) is a collective noun, and that 


| 
{ 
j 


ee 


when the plural is used, as in Dan. i. 
grains of seed’ are implied. All 
this may be so, — nevertheless, we have 
here an interpretation which the Apos- 
tle, writing under the illumination of 
the Holy Ghost has deliberately pro- 
pounded, and which, therefore (whatever 
difficulties may at first appear in it), is 
profoundly and indisputably true. We 
hold, therefore, that there is as certainly 
a mystical meaning in the use of 347 in 
Gen. xiii. 15, xvii. 8, as there is an ar- 
gument for the resurrection in Exod. 
iii. 6, though in neither case was the 
writer necessarily aware of it. As 347 
in its simple meaning generally (except 
Gen. iv. 25,1 Sam. i. 11) denotes not 


ithe mere progeny of a man, but his 


posterity viewed as one organically-con- 
nected whole; so here in its mystical 
meaning it denotes not merely the spir- 
itual posterity of Abraham, but Him in 
whom that posterity is all organically 


junited, the mAhpwpa, the KEparh, eyen 
Christ. 


This St. Paul endeavors faintly 


to convey to, his Greek readers ‘by the 
use of omépua and onépuata:. see Olsh, 
and Windischm. zn loc., both of whom 
may be consulted with profit. 

ov A€vet] ‘He sarth not; not h ypadh 
(Bos, Etdips. p. 54), as in Rom. xv. 10, 
— where this subst. is supplied from 
yéypamrat, ver. 9, —or 7d mvedua (Riick., 
Winer, Gr. § 39. 1), which appears ar- 
bitrary, but the natural subject 6 Océs, 
as in Eph. iv. 8, v. 14, and (go) 1 Cor. 
vi. 16, Heb. viii. 5. So appy. Syr., 


which here inserts @X, [Illi] after adver. 


@s €@)l ToAAGy| ‘as (speaking) of 
many.’ Apparently a solitary instance 
in the N. T. of this meaning of ém) with 
gen. after verbs ‘dicendi,’ etc. (2 Cor. 
vii. 14 [Riick.], is not in point, as émb 
Tirov is there ‘coram Tito’), though not 
uncommon in classical Greek ; compare 
Plato, Charm. 155 D, émt rod Kadod Aé- 
yov madds, and tb. Gorg. 453 2, méAw 
8 ci em tay aitay Texvav réyouev. In 
this use of émi, a trace of the local mean- 
ing (superposition, Donalds. Gr. § 483) 
may be distinctly perceived, the gen, 
representing as it were the substratum 
on which the action rests; comp. John 
vi. 2; and see Bernhardy, Synt. v. 23, 
p- 248, Winer, Gr. § 47. g, p. 335, and 
for a comprehensive notice of this prep., 
Wittmann, de Naturé ete. én (Schweinf. 
1846). és €oriv Xpiords] 
‘Christ (Jesus), not Christ and his 
Church, as Hammond én loc.: this ap- 
pears evident from the emphasis which 
St. Paul lays on the use of the singu- 
lar; omépua 5¢ abrod Kara odpxa early 6 
Xpiords, Chrys. Some useful remarks 
on this passage will be found in the 
Theol, Critic, No. tv. p. 494 sq. 
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17, eis Xpiordy] ‘for Christ,’ t. €., to be fulfilled in Christ : not ‘ usque ad tem- 
pora Christi,’ or ‘in reference to Christ’ (Peile), but as in ver. 24. These words 
are omitted by ABC; 17. 23*. 67**. 80; Vulg., Copt., Ath. (both); Cyr. (2), 
Dam.; Jerome, Aug. (often), Pel., Bed. (Lachm., Tisch., Mey.), — and it must 
be fairly owned have some appearance of being a gloss, still the authority for the 
insertion, — viz., DEFGJK; most mss.; Syr. (both), Clarom., Arm, [correct 
Griesb.]; Chrys., Theod., Theoph., Cicum. ( Rec., Scholz), is so strong that we 


seem justified in an insertion in brackets. 


See Bagge in loc. (p. 95), who has 


argued with ability in favor of the Received Text. 


17. rotro 5& A€yw] ‘This, how- 
ever, I say,’ ‘hoc autem dico,’ Vulg., 
Clarom. Instead of using the collective 
ody, Which might obscure the exact posi- 
tion which ver. 16 holdsin the argument, 
St. Paul uses the explanatory formula 
rovto d¢ Aéyw. The dé thus serves to re- 
sume the argument (capnvelas xdpiv dva- 
AauBaver Toy Adyoy, CEcum.) after the 
short digression, cat’ avdp. Aéyw —— TodTo 
dé Aéyw, and also to mark the application 
of the particular case to the gencral prin- 
ciple. 6 meTa TETpaKdcta 
k. T. A.] ‘which came (so long a time as) 
four hundred and thirty years after- 
wards ;? meta wAciotov xpdvov, ‘Theod. 
The chronological difficulty involved in 
this passage, when compared with Gen. 
xv. 13, Exod. xii. 40, and Acts vii, 6, can 
only be briefly noticed. Here the period 
from the promise to the exodus is stated 
to be 430 years; but in Exod. J. ¢. the 
same period, and in Gen. and Acts 2. e. 
the round number 400 is assigned to the 
sojourn in Egypt alone. ‘The ancient 
mode of explanation seems perfectly sat- 
isfactory, — viz., that the 430 years in- 
clude the sojourn in Canaan (about 215 
years) as well as that in Egypt ; the whole 
period of abode gy yf obk idia (Gen. xv. 
13); comp, August. Quest. in Heptat. 11, 
47 (Vol. 111. p. 611, Migne), Usher, Chro- 
nol, Sacr. ch, 8. This is confirmed by the 
addition of the words kal év 77 Xavady 


(Exod. 7. c.) in the LXX, and Samar. 
Pent.: see Petavy. Rat. Temp. 11. Book 
2,4, Vol. u. p. 71, Hales, Chron. Vol. 
mu. p. 153 (ed. 1811). It may be ob- 
served that the records of the family 
of Levi appear to render so long a so- 
journ in Egypt as 430 years impossible. 
Amram, grandson of Levi, marries his 
father’s sister Jochebed (Exod. vi. 20; 
comp. Exod. ii. 1, Numb. xxyi. 59). 
Now, as it appears probable by a com- 
parison of dates that Levi was born 
when Jacob was about 87, Levi would 
have been 43 when he came into Egypt ; 
there he lives 94 years (Exod. vi. 16). 
Assuming, then, even that Jochebed was 
born in the last year of Levi's life, she 
must at least have been 256 years old 
when Moses was born, if the sojourn in 
Egypt be 430 years: see Windischm. in 
loc. The transposition %rn tetpak. 
k. T. A. (Rec.) has against it the author- 
ity of all the uncial MSS. except J K, 
and is certainly to be rejected. 

eis Td KatTapyjoat K.T.A.] ‘that 
it should render the promise of none 
effect,” ad evacuandam promissionem,’ 
Vulg., Clarom. (compare A&th., Syr.- 
Philox) ; eis +d with the infinitive 
here retaining its usual primary force 
of odject or intention: rd katapy. W2s | 
the object aimed at by the invalida- 
tion. It may be remarked that as the 
prep. alone may point to consequence as 


Cnapr. IIL. 18, 19. 
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Kexyaptotat 6 Océds. 
The law was to bring the 
conviction of sin (positive 


19 Ti 


> ¢ , 
ovy 0 voLOS; 


TOV TrapaBducewy 


answer): and was not against the promises of God (negative answer), to which it was a preparative institu- 


‘tion. 


well as intention (see exx. in Rost. u. 
Palm, Lex. s. v. ém) v. 1), we must not 
abruptly deny what is termed the ‘ec- 
batic’ force of eis 7d: still usage seems 
10 show that in St. Paul’s Epp. the final 
eis +> so much predominates (opp. to 
Jelf, Gr. § 625, 3. a), that even in pas- 
sages like 2 Cor. viii. 6, we must not 
conceive all idea of purpose wholly ob- 
literated ; compare Winer, Gr. § 44. 6, 
p. 294 sq., and see notes on 1 Thess. ii. 
12. 

18. €f yap é« védpov] Confirm- 
atory expansion of the preceding words ; 
‘I say advisedly, eis 7d katapy. kK. T. A.3 
for if the inheritance be of the law, the 
promise must plainly be reduced to in- 
operativeness and invalidity ; see Theoph. 
in loc, The prep. éx here preserves its 
primary meaning of origin under the 
slight modification of result or conse- 
quence ; sce notes on ch. ii. 16. 

h KAnpovoutal ‘the inheritance ;’ 
here used by the Apostle in its higher 
meaning to denote that inheritance of 
the blessings of the Messiah’s kingdom, 
—the inheritance of the heavenly Ca- 
naan, which was typified by the lower 
and primary meaning, the inheritance 
of the earthly Canaan; comp. Acts vii. 
5, Heb, xi. 4, and see Brown p. 147. 

obxérs €& ermayyeadtas] ‘it ts no 
more of promise ;’ the latter supposition 
is excluded by the former ; comp. Rom. 
vii. 20, xi. 6, and see Winer, Gr. § 66. 
10, p. 545. Odxére is thus used in its 
simple Jogical sense without any tempo- 
ral reference. 50 émayye- 
Alas| ‘by means of promise ;’ not ‘in 
the form of a promise’ (Peile, Riick.), 


nor as uniting with keydp. as a mere 
equivalent to érnyyetAato (AEth., both), 
but simply and plainly ‘per promis- 
sionem,’ Beza, ‘by virtue and by means 
of promise.’ The enjoyment of the in- 
heritance depended on no conditions, 
came through no other medium, save 
that of promise, KexXaptoratl 
‘hath freely given it,’ ‘gratis dedit,’ 
Copt.; ‘notanda est emphasis in voce 
kex. quee a xdpis deducitur, adeoque a 
BezA (?) recte vertitur gratijicatus est, 
confer Rom. iv. 13, 14, 15,’ Bull, Harm. 
Ap. u. 5.5. Kexap. may be translated 
intransitively, ‘Abrahamo grata fecit 
Deus’ (Schott, Olsh., Bretsch.) ; but as 
the verb is nearly always used transi- 
tively in the N. T., and as logical per- 
spicuity requires that the subject of the 
first member of the conditional syllo- 
gism (Beng.) should be supplied in the 
second, it appears most natural to tacitly 
supply kAnpovoutay as the obvious object- 
accusative. With the present use of the 
perf., implying the duration of the ydpis, 
contrast Phil. ii. 9, éxaploaro arg dvoua, 
where the action is represented as a 
simple historical fact. 

19. rf ody 56 vdpos] *‘ What then 
is the law,’ 7. e. ‘what is the meaning, 
the object of the law?” Answer to the 
not unnatural objection, — that the Law | 
must according to the Apostle’s reason- 


ing, be deemed a useless institution | 


(mepirta@s eté9n, Theod.), — by a state- , 


os 


| 


ment of its real use, office, characteris- | 


tics, and relation to the covenant of / 
grace: ta ph tis voulon mepirtoy roy 
vouov, Kat TovTo SiopSovTat Td Mépos, SetK= 
vis Ort ovK elk, GAAG avd xpyoluws 


| | 
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2569n, Chrys. Ti is not for 84 cl 
(Schott, Brown), but is the idiomatic 
neuter expressive of the abstract nature, 
etce., of the subject; see Bernhardy, 
Synt. vit. 4, p. 336, and comp. Madvig, 
Synt. § 97, note. Meyer cites 1 Cor. 
iii, 5, rl ody eorw ’AmoAdAds, but the 
MSS. evidence [CDEFGJ opp. to AB] 
seems there fairly in favor of zfs. 

Tay wapaBdcewy xadpty] ‘on ac- 
count of, ‘because of, the transgres- 
sions,’ ‘propter transgressiones,’ Vulg., 


> 
| aole. Juke Vis [propter trans- 
gressionem} Syr., Copt. (ethbe), and 
appy. Arm. (vasn),—scil. to manifest, 
awaken a conviction of, and give as it 
were a distinctive existence to the trans- 
gressions of it (which existed but were 
not properly recognized as such), whether 
previous or subsequent to its introduc- 
tion; comp. Rom. v. 13, &xpi yap vouov 
Guaptla jv év néoum, the more generic 
Guaptia being there used, as sin is not 
contemplated (as here) specially in the 
light of a transgression of a fixed or- 
dinance. Owing to the various shades 
of meaning that have been assigned to 
xdpwv, the exact significance of these 
words is somewhat debatable. Of the 
many interpretations that have been 
proposed, three deserve consideration, 
(a) ‘ad coercendas transgressiones ;’ as 
Chrys. (avr) xadwod 5 vduos), Theoph. 
(&cum., Jerome, and most of the older 
Sree (B) ‘transgressionum gratia,’ 
scil. to call them forth, to multiply them, 
nd, as it were, bring them to a head, 
Np /Rom. v. 20, vii. 7; so appy. Clarom., 
j‘factorum (?) gratid,’ very distinctly 
ZEth. (both), ‘ut multiplicarent pec- 
cata,’ and some modern expositors, 
Meyer, Alf., alu: (y) ‘¢ransgressionum 
causa, t. e. ‘ut. transgressiones palam 
faceret, eoque modo homines cogeret ad 
agnitionem sui reatus,’ Caly.; Rom, iii, 
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20; so appy. Vulg., Syr., Copt., Arm., 
Aug., Beza, Winer (appy.), and also in 
part Hofmann (Schriftb. Vol. 1. 2, p. 
48) who objects both to (a) and the ex- 
treme view of (8). Of these in- 
terpretations we must, in spite of the 
authority of the Greek commentators, 
plainly reject (a) on lexical grounds, as 
no satisfactory exx. (Soph, Gd. Col. 
443 [see Herm.] is not to the point, nor 
1 John iii. 12, nor even Clem. Hom. x1 
16, ray maparTwudtwy xdpw 7 Tinwpla 
éretat) have as yet been adduced of 
such a practically reversed meaning of 
xdpiv. The second (8) is more plausi- 
ble, but still open to the grave objection, 
that in a comparatively undogmatical 
passage it ascribes a purpose directly to 
Gou (contrast Rom. v. 20, véuos mapeio- 
HaASev iva x. 7.A.), Which would have 
certainly 1eeded a fuller explanation. 
We may retain, therefore, with some 
confidence (y), which is both lexically 
defensible (see below), and yields a good 
and pertinent sense. The office of the 
law was to make transgressions palpable, 


to awaken a conviction of sin in the | 


heart (rd metoat eid€var Ta oikeia Guapth- 
para, Chrys.), and make man feel his 
need of a Saviour. It was thus also 
necessarily temporary (&xpis ob K. 7. A), 
for when the Seed did come, higher 
influences began to work within. 

It only remains briefly to answer the 
lexical objection of Meyer, by stating 
that xdpw (esp. in later writers) does 
not always mean ‘in gratiam,’ but in- 
cludes all shades of meaning, from in 
gratiam to causd and propter, just as 
those of évexa range from causd to quod 
attinet ad; see Bernh. Synt. vy. 16, p. 
233, Ellendt, Lex. Soph. s.v. xdpev, and 
comp. exx. in Ast, Lex. Plat. and Rost. 
u. Palm, Lez. s. v. A. discussion 
of this passage and the general scope of 
the law will be found in Petay. de 


( 


Cuap. IIL. 19. 


yeATat,  Svatayels Sv 
Predest. x. 25.1, Vol. 1. p. 461; com- 
pare also Bull, Exam. Cens. x1x. 6, and 
more recently Baur, Apost. Paul. 11. 5, 
p. 581 sq., but observe that all these 
writers adopt the negative meaning of 
xapw. 
peradded, ‘super-addita est,’ 


mTpocete sn] ‘was su- 
Herm. ; 
it was, however, as Meyer observes, no 
émidiadhxn, but a totally fresh institu- 
tion. The reason is given by CEcum., 
ta deltn tov vduoy ph byvTa mpwrdtuTov 
The 
present reading is supported by ABCD3 
EJK; most mss.; Theod. (2), Dam., 
Theoph., CEcum., and is distinctly to be 
preferred to éré3n (Rec.), which has 
both less external authority [DIFG; 
5 mss. (Vulg., Clarom., appy., — but in 
such cases Vv. can hardly be cited) 
Clem., Orig., Euseb.], and also seems to 
have been a very natural substitution for 
a more difficult word. &Xpes 
ob €ASn] ‘until the seed shull have 
come ;’ ‘terminus ad quem’ of the 
duration of the newly introduced in- 
stitution (Mey.), involving the obvious 


st 
Gomep ai émayyeAla ciotv. 


query, rf mepairépw Kal mapa Kapdy adrdy 
€anets, Chrys. This use of the sub- 
junct. after an aor. in temporal sen- 
tences, can be fully defended on the 
recognized principle, that the past is 
contemplated by the writer as a present, 
from which, as it were, he is taking his 
survey of what would be then future, 
though now past; see exx. in Winer, 
Gr. § 41. 1, p. 257 sq., comp. Schmalf, 
Synt, § 128. 2, Klotz. Devar, Vol. 1. 
p- 618, It must, however, be applied 
with caution both in the N. T. and in 
later Greek, owing to the gradual dis- 
use of the opt. and the tendency of the 
subj. to take its place. Meyer calls at- 
tention to the omission of &y as evincing 
the idea in St. Paul’s mind of all 
absence of obstacles; see Herm. de 
Partic. ty, u. 9, p. 110, Klotz, Devar, 
11 
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éy = -xelpi ~—sprecrirou. 
Vol. 11. p. 568, Schmalf. Synt. § 121. 

@ éewnyyeatat| ‘to whom the prom- 
ise has been made ;’ rept Xpiotod Aéywv, 
Chrys. ; comp. ver. 16, é65é9nc0v —7¢ 
omépuatt, It does not seem desirable 
to destroy the parallelism of these two 
clauses by translating ém7y., sc. 5 @cds, 
actively. Starayels| ‘ordained ;’ 
not ‘promulgated,’ Ust., Winer, but 
simply ‘ordinata,’ Vulg., Copt., §dis- 
posita,’ Clarom.; see Philo, Op. Mund. 
1. 1, Siateraypcvwy td TY vouoSeTav, 
and comp. Hesiod, Op. 274, vduoy d:é- 
tate Kpoviwy, where one Scholiast (Pro- 
clus) paraphrases it by the simple verb. 
The participial clause serves to add 
accessory details and distinctions to 
mpogetT., and is not prior to, but con- 
temporaneous with the action described 
by the finite verb; comp. Col. ii. 15, 
and see notes 77 Joc. On the union of 
the part. with the finite verb. see the 
brief but pertinent remarks of Bern- 
hardy, Synz. x. 9, p. 383, and the more 
elaborate notice of Schmalfeld, Syné. § 
205 sq. It would certainly seem that, 
esp. in later Greek writers, the part. is 
often associated with the finite verb, 
where two verbs united with a copula 
would have seemed more natural and 
even more intelligible; see the exx. in 
Herm. Viger, No. 224. On the best 
mode of translating this sort of partici- 
ples, see notes on Phil. ii. 30 ( Transl. ) 
Be ayyéAwy| ‘through angels,’ per 


angelos,’ Vulg., Clarom., loll re 
w 4 mk 


[in manu angelorum] Syr., scil. dyyéAwv 
troupyotvtwy, Theod. : third character- 
istic of the law (see next note) serving | 
to show the distinction, in point of man-| 
ner and circumstance, between its en-| 
actment and the giving of the Promise ;/ 
‘per angelos, in manu mediatoris, du- 
pliciter mediate,’ Beng.; comp. Baur, 
Paulus, p. 582. There is thus no reason 
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whatever for modifying this meaning 
of dd; it points simply and plainly to 
the media and intervenient actors, by 
whose ministry the law was enacted ; 
see Joseph. Antig. xv. 5, 3, juav Ta Kda- 
Avera Tay Soypdtwy Kal Ta dowTaTa THY 
ev tots véuos 86 ayyéAwv Tapa Tod 
Ocod paddvtwv, Deut, xxxiii. 2 (LXX), 
and see Winer, Gr. § 47. 1, p. 339, note. 
év xetp) pmeotrou] ‘in the hand 
of a mediator, ‘in manu mediatoris,’ 
Syr., Vulg.,. Clarom., Copt., Arm. : 
fourth and most important distinction 
(see below) between the law and the 
Promise, and to which the argument of 
ver, 20 specially refers. The éy is not 
instrumental ‘dy the hand,’ Mey. (on 
the ground that Moses received the law 
from God, and gave it to the people; 
comp. Baur, Apost. Paul. p. 583), but, 
as the use of the singular, and the Ara- 
maic idiom both suggest, combines with 
Xetpl as = 372, scil. ‘ministerio (media- 
toris) ;’ 79 rovrov Séret Mwvaéws Siaxo- 
vodvtos, Theodoret; see 2 Chron, xxxiii. 
8, Josh. xiv. 2, Wisdom xi. 1. 
That Moses is the mediator here referred 
to (Deut. v. 5), seems now so generally 
admitted, that we may reasonably won- 
der how the early expositors (Basil and 
Theodoret are exceptions) could have so 
generally coincided in the perplexing 
view of Origen (Vol. v. p. 273, ed. 
Lomm.), that the pueotrns here men- 
tioned was Christ. Great difference of 
opinion, however, exists as to St. Paul’s 
object in recounting these details. If 
it was to prove the dowdiness of the law, 
such a recital would in several parts 
rather seem to convey the contrary. If 
it was to show the glorious nature 
(Mey.), such an object would appear 
seriously at variance with the context. 
{ The more natural view is, that it was 
| to mark the fundamental differences be- 
\ tween the law and the Gospel, and 


thence, as a natural result of the contrast, 
the transitory and provisional nature of 
the former. The law was an institution 
(1), Trav mapaBdocwy xdpw, restricted 
and conditioned; (2), &xpis od Kk. 7. As, 
temporary and provisional ; (3), diarayels 
80 ayyéAwy mediately (not immediately ) 
given by God; (4) év xerp) weo., medi- 
ately (but not immediately) received 
from God: see Olsh.and Windischm. in 
loc, 

20.5 5& pweoirns] ‘Now every 
mediator,’ or, according to our English 
idiom, ‘a mediator ;’ the 6¢ being éransi- 
tional (wetaBarixdy, see notes on ch, iil. 
8), and the article referring, not to the 
mediator previously mentioned, ‘this 
mediator’ (Brown), but to the generic 
idea of a mediator; ‘ articulus definit 
indefinita, idque duobus modis, aut de- 
signando certo de multis, aut que multa 
sunt, cunctis in unum colligendis,’ Herm. 
Iph, Aut. p. xv. (Pref.); see Winer, Gr, 
§ 18-1, p. 97. évds otk eo- 
tiv] ‘appertains not unto one,’ ‘does \ 
not belong to any single one, — any one | 
who stands isolated and by himself, but | 
implies ¢wo parties ;’ so Copt. and Arm., 
both of which throw that slight em- 
phasis on the évos, which the Greek 
seems both to require and suggest; con- 
trast Hofmann, Schriftb, Vol. 11. 2, p. 
48, who, appy. without any just ground, 
asserts the contrary. This idea of sin- 
gleness and isolation is really our only 
clew. With regard to this and the 
remaining words it is necessary to pre- 
mise that all idea of the verse being a 
gloss (Michaelis, Liicke, Stud. «. Krit. 
for 1828, p. 83 sq.) must be summarily 
dismissed, as there is no variation found 
in the MSS. or mss., either in the words 
or their order, 6 dé Oeds ets 
éariv] ‘but Gop ts one;’ ‘Gop (not 
without slight emphasis, comp, ver. 21), 
the direct and personal giver of the ) 
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[ Promise, does stand single and isolated, 
—dealt singly with Abraham (7G 8% 
*ABp. 3¢ émayyeAlas Kexdpicta 5 @eds, 
ver. 18),—— and, by consequence, is (in 
the promise) mediatorless ;’ prop. minor 
of a syllogism, of which the conclusion, 
being obvious, is omitted; see below. 
Out of the mass of interpretations of 
this terse sentence (said positively to 
exceed 400), Schleiermacher, Winer, 
and Meyer best deserve attention. A 
brief notice of these will serve to illus- 
trate the precise nature of the difficul- 
ties. In the first part of the verse all 
are agreed; ‘now every mediator in- 
volves the idea of more than one:’ in 
the concluding clause they thus differ. 
(1) Schleiermacher, adopted by Usteri, 
Lehrb. 1. 1. 2, p. 179; ‘but God is 
one '— in reference to His promises, free, 
unfettered by conditions. (2) Winer; 
*but God is one’ — one part only (com- 
pare Aith.-Pol., ‘unus est duorum’); 
‘the people of Israel must be the other 
part: hence they are bound to the law.’ 
(3) Meyer; ‘but God (on the contrary) 
is one’ — and one only (ein Einziger) ; 
there is then a fundamental difference 
in the number of parties concerned in 
the law and the promise. Schl. and 
Win. thus connect ver. 20 with ver. 19 
as an epexegesis; Mey. joins it with ver. 
21, making it St. Paul’s own statement 
of a difficulty that might arise in a read- 
er’s mind. Meyer’s interpretation has 
this advantage over Schleicrmacher’s, 
that it preserves the numerical idea 
which plainly belongs to eis; and this 
over Winer’s, that 6 @eds, which is 
clearly the subject, is not practically 
turned into the predicate. In the under 
stress, however, which it places on the 
idea of unity as opposed to that of plu- 
rality, and more esp. in the assumption 
that 6 5¢ @eds x. 7. A. is in fact a mono- 
theistic ‘locus communis’ (comp. Jow- 
ett), it cannot be pronounced wholly 
‘satisfactory. Perhaps the following 
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simple explanation is less open to objec- 
tions. The context states briefly the 
four distinctive features of the law (see 
above) with tacit reference to the éray- 
yeAia. Three of these are passed over ; 
the /as¢t_as the most important, is no- 
ticed ; ‘the law was with, the promise 
was without a mediator.’ Ver. 20 thus 
appears a syllogism of which the con- 
clusion is omitted: ‘Now a mediator 
does not appertain to one (standing or 
acting alone); bu¢ (in the promise) God 
is one (does stand and act alone): 
THEREFORE (in the promise) A MEDIATOR 
DOES NOT APPERTAIN TO Gop. Is then 
the law (a dispensation which, besides 
other distinctions, involved a mediator) 
opposed to the promises which rested on 
Gop (and involved no mediator)? God 
forbid.’ According to this view the 
only real difficulty is narrowed to the 
propositio minor. How was God one? 
And the answer seems, — not because 
He is essentially unity (comp. De W.), 
nor because he is one by Himself, and 
Abraham is one by himself (Baur. Pau/, 
p- 583), nor yet because he is both the 
giver, the Father, and the receiver, the 
Son, united (ed. 1, Windischm.; an 
interpr. too devoid of simplicity and too 
expressly theological), but, with the as- 
pect that the last clause of ver. 18 puts 
on the whole reasoning, — because He 
dealt with Abraham singly and directly, 
stood alone, and used no mediator. 

The almost obvious objection to this ex- 
planation is, that it implies and involves 
a limitation (‘in the promise’) in a 
clause which seems a mere ‘locus com- 
munis:’ but the answer does not seem 
unreasonable, that even assuming that 
the minor was really suggested to the 
Apostle, as being a general axiomatic 
statement, his previons declaration of 
God’s having dealt with Abraham with 
no other medium than his own gracious 
promise (3: éwayyeAlus) showed what 
he really regarded as the present verifi- 
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cation of it. The reader who de- 
sires to examine some of the other inter- 
pretations may consult, for the earlier, 
Bonitz, Plur. de Gal. iii, 20 Sentent. 
Examinate, Lips. 1800; for the later, 
Winer’s Excursus, and Meyer zn doc. 
21. 6 obv vdmos x. 7. A.) ‘Is the 
law then against the promises of God ;” 
the ody with its full collective force 
(Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 717), gather- 
ing up the previous reasoning and im- 
mediately applying its obvious. though 
omitted result ; ‘does then a confessedly 
distinctive, ceremonial, and mediato ial 
| system stand in opposition with the 
_ promises which God gave to Abraham 
‘ without a mediator and without any 
distinctive ceremonies ?’ 
®eod is not without emphasis: ‘the 
promises which rest immediately on 
God, and were attested by no mediator.’ 
The plural af émayyeA. is used, as in 
_ver. 16, in ref. to different repetitions of 
the promise, and to hint at the various 
ways of fulfilment which it contem- 
plated. Lachm. places rod @eod in 
brackets, in consequence of its omission 
in B, Clarom. Sangerm.,— but on au- 
thority almost obviously insufficient. 
ei yap €5637] ‘For ¢f there had been 
given ; proof of the justice of the fore- 
going declaration ph yévoito; mpatov 
pev Gmaryopever eimov, mh yévoiro: éreita 
kal Karaokeva¢er, Chrys. On the use of 
My yévorro see notes on ch. ii. 17, 
vouos 5 Suvdmevos] ‘a law (as the 
principle) which could have,’ etc. This 
is one out of many instances, both in 
the N. T. and elsewhere, in which, to 
give prominence to the defining clause, 
the anarthrous noun is followed and 
defined by the article attached to a par- 
ticiple, e. g. Rom. ii. 14, %vn 7a ph 
yopov exovra: see further exx. in Winer, 


Tov 


Gr. § 20, 4, p. 126, Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 
8: v. 6, Vol. 1. p. 241. ¢w o- 
motjoas] ‘to give life (and blessed- 
ness) ;’ ‘ vivificare, sive vitam dare, idem 
est quod dare kAnpovouiay, hereditatem 
vite ceelestis atque eterne,’ Bull, Exam, 
Cens. x1x. 6; see 2 Cor. iii, 6, and 
comp. Ust. Lehrd. 1. 4. § B, p. 61. So 
also in ver. 12, (hoerar (= (why aidnoy 
&€e., Olsh. on Rom. i. 17) similarly in- 
volves the ideas of life and blessedness. 

Bytws KT. A] ‘verily, ete.; ‘ap- 
prime notanda est emphasis egregia in 
adverbio dvrws, vere,’ Bull, Exam. Cens. 
xix, 6, It has been asked whether St. 
Paul is here reasoning (a) from the 
effect. ((wor.) to the cause (Sixasoc.) 5 
or, conversely (b), from the cause ((wom., 
assumed to mean a new moral life) to 
the effect (Siucatoo.) ; compare Neander, 
Plant, Vol. 1. p. 418 (Bohn). Cer- 
tainly the former; d:xatoc. is really, as 
Ust. properly observes, the middle mem- 
ber of between péuos and (wh, without 
which the law could not have given 
life. St. Paul, however, thus states his 
argument : ‘lex vitam dare non potest, 
proinde neque yeram justificationem,’ 
Bull, Ex. Cens. 1. e. The order 
adopted in Rec. dvtws by éx vduouv Fr, 
has only the support of DSEJK; mss. ; 
Chrys., Theod., al., and is rejected by 
most critical editors. éx vdmoul 
‘would have resulted from the law,’ 
‘would have come from the law as its 
origin,’ not * would have been suspended 
on law’ (Peile),— a meaning which 
usually arises from the associated verb, 
detv, apraoda, etc., and does not appear 
to be very common out of Herodot. ; 
comp. Bernhardy, Synt. v. 13, p. 227. 
The order in Ree., dy éx vduov Fv, with 
D°EJK; mss.; Chrys. Theod., al.], 
has not sufficient authority, though, 
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it must be admitted that, owing to the 
variations in the leading MSS. (B év 
vépw, D om. ay, FG om. & jv), the 
text is not wholly free from suspicion. 
22. &XAG| ‘But on the contrary ;’ not 
3é, as there is a marked adversative re- 
lation between the clauses, and as a 
statement in ref. to the law is about to 
be made exactly contrary to the result 
of the foregoing assumption; see Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. u. p. 2,3. In Latin, this 
distinction can usually be maintained 
by the more distinctly adversative sed 
(Vulg., Clarom.), not the more simply 
oppositive autem, in which the latter 
particle, ‘discrimen proprie indicatur, 
non diversitas,’ Hand, Twrsel/. Vol. 1. 
p. 555, comp. Klotz, Vol. 1. p. 361. 
cuvvéKrActcev-n ypao fh] ‘the Scrip- 
ture shut up; not equivalent to 6 vdéuos 
(Jowett, al.), but with a kind of per- 
sonification, 7 Sela ypaph (Theod.), the 
Scripture of the Old Test. as the repre- 
sentative of Him by whom it was in- 
spired; comp. ver. 8. With regard to 
the meaning of ovykAetew (‘ concludi 
sub peccato is dicitur, qui peccati reatu 
adhuc obstrictus tenetur,’ Bull, Ez. Cens, 
xIx. 6), it may be observed (1) that the 
declaratory sense (‘ conclusos declaravit,’ 
Bull, comp. Baur, Paulus, p. 581), does 
not lie in the verb (see Rom. xi. 32, 
where the act is ascribed to God), but 
in the context ; and (2) that the prep. 
gvv does not imply the similarity of 
situation of all (Beng.), but simply the 
idea of contraction (Mey.), ‘ab omni 
parte clausit,’ Schott 2; comp. cvumeé- 
(ev, cuumviyew: see Fritz, Rom. xi. 32, 
Vol. mu. p. 545, and exx. in Rost u. 
Palm, Lex. s. v. Vol. 11. p. 1395, where 
instances are cited of cvyrd. being used 
‘in reference to a single person. On 
this text and on the general relation of 


the law to sin, see the weighty sermon 
of Usher, Serm. v. Vol. x11. p. 60 sq. 
(ed. Elringt.). Ta wayral 
‘all. The neuter cannot safely be 
pressed (non modo omnes sed omnia 
Beng.), as if it were specially chosen 
to include not only men, but all ° their 
actions, ete., ‘humana omnia,’ Jowett 
(comp. Alf., Windisc.); this being neither 
required by the context (comp. ver. 23), 
nor justified by St. Paul’s usus loquendi: 
see Rom. xi. 32, where, in a passage 
exactly similar, the masc. is used, and 
comp. Theodoret zm Joc , who divides the 
Ta mdvra into tovs mpd vdéuov, and rods 
év véuw. The exact difference between 
Tovs mavras and ta mdvta is, perhaps, 
here no greater than between ‘all men’ 
and ‘all mankind’ (see Ust.): the neu- 
ter is idiomatically and_ instinctively 
chosen, as best suiting the generality of 
the declaration; compare Winer, Gr. § 
27. 5, p. 160, Seidler on Eur. Troad. 
426. ta n eraryy.| 
that the promise ;’ object and intent, — 


‘in order 


not the mere recognized consequence 
(‘quo appareat dari,’ Winer) of the 
obykrerots, on the part of 7 ypapy and 
God its author. The abstract émayyeAla 
is here, as the context suggests, practi- 
cally equivalent to the concrete ‘res 
promissa’ (Schott), scil. rAnpovoula ; see 
ver. 18, Heb, x. 36, xi. 89, and comp. 
Test, xu. Patr. p. 725, 6 cds ciodter 
iuas eis thy érayyeAlay (cited by Bretsch. 
Lex. s. v.), where this concrete notion 
is taken in its widest extent as = 7 yi 
ris emaryryeAlas ; SO KAnpovoula, 2 Mace, 
ii, 4, éx miorews I. X.] ‘by 
faith in Jesus Christ, ‘resulting from \ 
faith as its sowrce and origin (notes, ch. ) 
ii. 16); e« wlar. being in close union, — 
not with 5039 (Riick., Conyb.), but with 
emayyeAla (compare Winer, Gr, § 20, 2, 
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p- 123, notes on Eph. i. 15), and forming 
a retrospective antithesis to éx vduou, ver. 
21. The genitive ’Inc. Xp. is perhaps 
here to be taken in its most comprehen- 
sive sense; not only ‘faith on Christ’ 
(gen. objecti), but ‘faith as given by 
Him’ (gen. subject); comp. notes on 
ch. ii 16. In the N. T. especially, the 
connection of the nom. and gen. must 
often be explained solely from exegetical 
considerations; see Winer, Gr. § 30, 1, 
p. 168 Tots wiagtevovety] 
‘to them that believe ;’ not ‘qui erant 
credituri’ (Grot. Peile), but ‘eis qui 
credunt,’ Clarom., al., ‘credentibus,’ 
Vulg., the apparent tautology not being 
intended merely as emphatic (Winer), 
but as suitably echoing the é« miorews 
above, The Galatians were ready to 
admit that those who believed would 
be saved, but they doubted whether 
faith alone was sufficient; hence the 
apostle interposes the limitation in ref, 
to the thing promised (7 émayy. ék 
mior.), and virtually repeats it in ref. 
to the recipients. The promise was of 
faith not of the law; the receivers were 
not doers of the law, but believers; 
\ comp. Meyer tn loc, 

23. rpd rod é w. T.A.] ‘But be- 
fore Faith (above mentioned) cume ;’ 
further account of the relation in which 
the law stood to faith, 5 not being here 
distinctly oppositive, but with some 
tinge of its primary enumerative force 
(see Donalds. Crat. § 155), adding a 
further explanation, though in that ex- 
planation serving to introduce a con- 
trast; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 362. 
With regard to the position of the par- 
ticle, it may be remarked that there is 
nothing unusual (opp. to Riick.), in 3% 
thus occupying the third place after a 
prep. and its case; see exx. in Hartung, 


Partik. 5é, 1. 6, Vol. 1. p. 190. The 
common-sense principle is, that 5¢ does 
not necessarily occupy the second place, 
but the first possible place which the 
internal connection of the sentence will 
admit of; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 
378. bad vdpmov eppovpodr- 
meSa x. 7. A.] ‘we were kept in ward 
shut up under the law; ovyxekd. being 
joined, not with eis mlariw (see follow- 
ing note), but, in a construction similar 
to that of the preceding verse, with rd 
véuov (Arm., al.); the law, in fact, is 
here (as Guapria in ver. 22) represented 
as a kind of gaoler into whose custody 
we were delivered; see Koster, Stud. u. 
Krit. 1854, p. 316. 
ppovpeioSa: is thus not merely ‘asser- 
vari’ (Winer, Schott), much less ‘ ob- 
stringi ad obedientiam’ (Bretsch.), but, 
as the definite expression cuyxexd. dis- 
tinctly requires, ‘ custodiri,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom., Copt., Aith.), domep ev rerxiv th 
karéxeodat, Chrys.; compare Wisdom 


The meaning of 


Xvii. 15, eppoupeiro eis thy a&aidnpov 
elpxthy KkataxAeiovels, The perf. part., 
it may be observed, correctly expresses 
the permanent, completed state of the 
captivity, and is thus not only on criti- 
cal but exegetical grounds to be pre- 
ferred to the pres. cuvyxAceduevor [Lachm, 
with B(Mai)DIFG; 2 mss,; Clem. (1), 
Cyr. (3), Dam.], which was not im- 
probably a conformation to the imperf. 
€ppovp.: so rightly De W., Mey., and 
the majority of recent critics. 

els thy méAXovoay x. 7. A] ‘for 
the faith about to be revealed; object 
contemplated in the action of ppodvpyats, 
eis not being temporal, ‘usque ad’ 
(Riick., Ust., comp. Copt., ZEth.),—a 
meaning comparatively rare in the New 
Test. (compare John xiii. 1), and here 
certainly superfluous after the predica- 
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tion of time in mpd rod éaSetv, — but in 
its usual ethical meaning of ‘ destination 
for’ (‘in fidem,’ Vulg., Clarom.) ; com- 
pare Winer, Gr. § 49, a, p. 353. The 
clause is thus naturally connected with 
the finite verb, not with ovyka. (*con- 
clusi, adeoque adacti ad,’ Beng.),—a 
construction certainly admissible (see 
exx. in Schweigh. Lez. Polyb. s. v. 
ovykaA., or Raphel, Annot. Vol. u. p. 
440 sq.), but open to this serious exe- 
getical objection, that faith is not yet 
represented as existing; see Meyer in 
loc. wéAAOVCay mlor. 
&mox.] The unusual order seems in- 
tended to give prominence to uéAdovoar, 
and to present more forcibly the contrast 
between former captivity and subsequent 
freedom ; comp. Rom. viii. 18, mpbs thy 
péd\Aovoay Sdéav aroKadvpSiva, where 
the future glories are set in strong con- 
trast to present calamities; see Fritz. in 
doc., Vol. u1, p. 148. 

24. S07] ‘So then,’ ‘itaque,’ Vulg., 
Clarom. ; consequence from the preceding 
statement ; see notes, ch. ii. 13. 
matdsaywyds| ‘pedagogue ;’ ‘ pxdago- 
gus proprie notat eum qui puerum manu 
prehensum ad magistrum ducit,’ Schoett. 
(Hor, Vol. t. p. 741), who remarks, how- 
ever, that the word was adopted by Rab- 
binical writers, but with some additional 
notions of care and guardianship: even 
among the Greek and Latin writers the 
idea of guardianship and also of strict- 
ness and severity is distinctly prominent ; 
see esp. the exx. in Elsner, Ods. Vol. 1. 
p. 186. The mere idea of leading to 
Christ (‘vie dux’ [shaw-médit], Copt., 
‘ductor,’ Ath.) must not, then, be re- 
tained to the exclusion of those of actual 
teaching (Arm., Auth.), tutelage, and 


disciplinary restraint. This pedagogic ) 
function of the law was displayed posi- 
tively, in warnings and threatenings; | 
negatively (the prevailing idea in this | 
place), in awakening the conscience, and 
bringing a conviction of sin; compare ) 
Usteri, Lehrd. 1. 5, p. 66. The patristic 
comments will be found in Suicer, The- 
saur, 8. Vv. vduos, Vol. u. p. 921; see 
also Petav. de Predest. x. 26. 1 sq. Vol. 
I. p. 464. eis Xptordy] ‘for 
Christ ;’ not temporal (&xpis ob EASn Xp. 
see ver, 23), still less local, ‘to Christ’ 
as a diddcKados (mpds tov Xp. amie, 
Theoph., comp. Chrys. ), as Christ would 
thus be represented under ¢zo offices, 
Teacher and (iva ék mior. dix.) Atoner, 
in the same verse. If any trace of a 
local meaning be retained in translation, 
e.g. ‘unto,’ Auth. Ver., it must be un- 
derstood of an ethical arrival (compare 
2 Cor. x, 14), as efs with persons is not 
simply equivalent to mpds, but involves 
the idea of mingling with and associa- 
tion; comp. Rom. v. 12, and see Winer, 
Gr. § 49. a, p. 3538, iva ék 
mlot. Straws] ‘to the intent that 
we might be justified by faith ;’ more 
distinct and specific explanation of the 
preceding eis Xpiarov, the emphatic é 
miorews serving to suggest and enhance 
the contrast with the non-justifying and 
merely pedagogic vduos. On the proper 
force of the diaody éx, see notes on ch, 
ii. 16. 

25. €rASotons Se] ‘but now that 
(this) faith is come;’ contrast Doe 
the present freedom and the past ped- , 
agogy ; €AXovens, Pyot, Tis mlaTrews, Tis 
réreov bvdpa morovans, ovK ey ert elnuev 
bd radaywydv, Vheoph, The connec- 
tion is so close throughout this latter 
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portion of the chapter, that it is difficult 
to subdivide it into paragraphs. Meyer, 
Conyb., al. place a paragraph after ver. 
22: it seems, however, more natural 
here, as ver, 23, 24, carry out the idea 
expressed in ovvéxAeiwev, ver. 22, 
17d matdaywydv] ‘under a peda- 
gogue. ‘The article is not here latent 
after the prep. (comp. Winer, Gr. § 19. 
2 b, p. 114), but appears studiously 
omitted (so rightly Copt.), the words 
being in fact equivalent to ‘under tute- 
lage, ‘unter Padagogengewalt,’ Meyer. 
26. rdvres yap] ‘For ye all;’ con- 
firmation, e contrario, of the truth of 
the foregoing words; they were now 
not aides, but viol (‘fli emancipati, 
remoto custode,’ Beng.), and that too 
not sons of Abraham merely (comp. ver. 
7), but sons of God; mpédrepov Beiter 
br1 viobs emote: [7 mlotis tod] “ABp.... 
vov 8& dmopaive: 8t1 Kal ToD Oeod, Chrys. 
The viol @cod, as Theod. Mops. well 
observes, includes the idea of reAeidrns, 
which the preceding metaphor might 
serve to suggest. The reading 
&mavres adopted by Lachm. is not im- 
probable, but not supported by AB. 
Tis wlot. ev Xp. Ina.] ‘through 
the faith in Jesus Christ ;’ so rightly 
Syr., Arm. (ed. Zohr.), Syr.-Philox., 
and Chrys. (ed. Field). Several com- 
mentators (Ust., al.: see Hofm. Schriftd. 
Vol. um. 2, p. 152) join év Xp. ’Inc. with 
viol ©. éoré, on the ground that the 
words would be a superfluous addition 
to miorts, and that ver. 27 contains the 
amplification of the expression. But, 
independently of the awkwardness of 
adding a second modal clause to viol 
éore, the recurrence of the formula 
mioris év Xp. ‘Ino. (Eph. i. 15, Col. i. 4) 
its grammatical accuracy (Winer, Gr. 
§ 20, 2, p. 123, notes on Eph, i. 15), 


7 gro. yap els Xpiotov ehattiayyTe, 


and the natural. coherence of the words, 
all seem distinctly to suggest the simpler 
and less dislocated construction If the 
article had been inserted, we should then 
have two ideas conveyed, the latter of 
which would be explanatory of the 
former; ‘per fidem, eamgue in Chr. 
Jes. collocatam,’ see Fritz. Rom, iii. 25, 
Vol. 1. p. 195. 

27. 'cot yap] ‘for as many as ;? 
proof and confirmatory explanation of 
the preceding assertion. ‘The force of 
the particle is best explaincd by the 
Greek commentators, who refer it to viol 
@eod, and base the argument on the fact 
that Christ was the Son of God: évedd- 
oacde Thy Xp. Tov GANRas viby Tod Ocod, 
exetvoy b€ evdeduuevar eixdtws viol Ocod 
xpnuativere, Theodoret ; see also Chrys. 
in loc. eis Xptaotdy| ‘into 
Christ ;*> not ‘in Christo,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom., but ‘in Christum,’ Beza (compare 
Copt. pichr); scil. ‘ut Christo addicti 
essetis,’ Schott, or more strictly, into 
communion with Him, and incorpora- 
tion in His mystical body.. The mean- 
ing of eis with Barri¢w appears twofold ; 
(a) ‘ento,’ object, purpose: Matth. ili, 
11, Acts ii, 38, see Winer, Gr. § 49. a, 
p. 354, Bernhardy, Syn. y. 11. b. 3, p. 
220; (8) ‘into,’ union and communion 
with: the context always showing 
whether it be of the miost complete 
and most mystical nature, as here and 
Rom. vi. 3 (comp, 1 Cor. xii. 18), or, as 
in 1 Cor. x, 2, necessarily less compre- 
hensive and significant. We may, in 
conclusion, observe that the expression 
Barr. eis Td dvoua (Matth. xxviii, 19, 
Acts viii, 16, xix. 5, al.) is not identi- 
cal in meaning with Barr. év 76 dvdu. 
(Tholuck, Beitriéiye, No. 8, p. 49 sq.), 
but ever implies a spiritual and mystical 
union with Him in whose name the 


Cuap. III. 27, 28. 


Xpictov evedvcace. 


GALATIANS. 


89 


be 4 ’ a 
* otk évt Iovdaios otSé”EXXAny, od« en 


dodAos oddé EdedSepos, od« Ew apoev Kal SHrv- dvTes yap wpels 


sacrament was administered; see esp. 

Stier, Reden Jesu, Vol. vr. p. 899. 
The meaning of Bamti€ew rid els twa 
(cfs tt) and Barr. cis 7d Bvoud Tivos is 
discussed at length by Fritz. (Rom. vi. 
38, Vol. 1. p. 359 sq.), in opp. to Bindseil, 
Stud. u. Krit. 1832, p. 410 sq., — but by 
no means satisfactorily, as he regards eis 
as only implying ethical direction (¢ali- 
quem aque ita immergere ut ejus cogi- 
tationes in aliquem dirigas’), instead of 
that mystical incorporation which the 
passage seems certainly to convey. The 
patristic comments on this expression 
will be found in Suicer, Thes. Vol. 1. 
p- 624 sq., but are not sufficiently ex- 
act. Xpiatoy évedtaacsde|] 
[ ye put on Christ,’ scil. at your baptism ; 
boot yap eis Xpiorby eBarticdnre ex Tov 
cod eyeryASnre, Chrys. There appears 
here no allusion to Heathen (toga virilis), 
Jewish (whether at the High Priest’s 
inauguration, Deyling, Obs., Vol. mt. 
p. 406 sq., No. 42, or in a cabalistic 
sense, comp. Schoettg. on Rom. xiii. 14, 
Vol. 1. p. 571), or, even, though very 
plausible, Christian customs (at baptism, 
Bingham, Antig. Book x11. 4. 1 sq.). 
From the instances Wetst. has collected 
on Rom. xiii. 14, it would appear that 
évdtecSal twa is a strong expression, 
denoting the complete assumption of 
the nature, etc., of another; e. g. Dion. 
Halicar. A. R. xt. 15. 5 (roy Tapkiviov 
éxetvoy évdvou.), Tac. Ann. xvi. 28. Thus 
év5. Xpicrdy implies a union with Christ 
of so true and so complete a nature, 
that we are brought eis play ovyyéveray 
kal play idéav (Chrys.) with Him, and, 
as it is beautifully paraphrased by Calv., 
‘coram Deo nomen ac personam Christi 
geramus, atque in Ipso magis quam nobis- 
met ipsis censeamur:’ comp. Bp. Barlow, 
cited by Waterl, Works, Vol. rv. p. 604, 
12 


and see Suicer, Thesaur. s. v. évd., Vol. 
I. p. 1112. For a good sermon on this 
text, see Donne, Serm. Lxxxvu. Vol. rv. 
p- 102 (ed. Alf.), and for a notice of the 
perversion of this text by heretics, Forbes, 
Instruct. x. 111. 32 sq., p. 448. 

28. obm Eve K.1.A] ‘There is among | 
(such) neither Jew nor Greek ;’ digres- 
sive statement of the practical result / 
of the Xp. éved.: the new and holy 
‘habitus’ causes all other distinctions, 
whether of nation (compare Rom. x, 
12), condition, or even sex, to be wholly 
lost sight of and forgotten. The form 
é is not for &eor, but according to 
Buttm. (see Winer, Gr. § 14. 2, p. 74), 
is the lengthened form of the adverbi- 
alized prep., to which the requisite 
person of the auxiliary verb must be 
supplied. This explanation has in its 
favor the similar use of mdea, which can 
scarcely be called a contraction for mdp- 
eort; but against it those exx. where 
év and @ are used in the same sentence, 
e.g. Plat Phed. 77 b, tows & Kad év 
tuiv Theet. 186 p, and, according to 
best reading, 1 Cor. vi. 5. In such 
cases, however, évt would seem to mean 
little more than éort (@« early, bmdpxet, 
Zonar. Lex. Vol. 1. p. 748), the prepo- 
sitional force being wholly lost; comp. 
Col. iii. 11. In either case the explana- 
tion of the present passage remains the 
same ; él mAcloy dinyetrau Thy ayaddrnTa 
rod Qcod rov ye maar Thy tony dédwxe 
Swpedv, Damase. Deyling illustrates this 
by reference to the various personal, etc , 
distinctions among the Jews; Ods. Sacer. 
Vol. 1 p. 812 sq., No. 64; Elsner (in 
loc.) notices also the customary exclu- 
sion of slaves from certain Heathen rites 
and temples, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 187. 
&poev cal SHAv| ‘male and female ;’ 
‘masculus et femina,’ Clarom., but not 
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% ef dé tpyeis Xpiotod, apa Tob 


"ABpadp orépua éoré, Kat’ érayyedlav caapoeeieat 


As every heir is under 
tutelage, so before Christ 


IV. Aéyo 8é¢, ef? dcov ypdvev 6 “eenpors- 


came we all were under bondage, but now have become free sons and inheritors. 


Vulg., Goth., Copt., al., which do not 
preserve the slight change of particle, 
While the alterable political and sociable 
distinctions are contrasted by ovd¢, the 
unalterable human one of sex is ex- 
pressed by rat; Mark x. 6, amd 5¢ apxiis 
xticews &poev Kal SHAv emolnoey adrods, 
compare 1 Tim. ii. 13, This latter dis- 
tinction is of course noticed not in its 


\ mere physical, but its ethical aspect, — 


the subordination of the wife to the 
husband (Olsh.), This, though an un- 
changeable law of our species when 
considered kara odpra, Eph. v. 22, al, 
is lost sight of in this éyyurépa mpds ry 
Xpiordy evwos, Chrys. 
yap] ‘for ye all;’ proof of the preceding 


TAVTES 


statement; 7@ eva TUmov kad wlay mopphy 
evdedvo9ut, thy Tod Xp., GScura. The 
reading &mrayr. (Lachm.) seems an early 
gloss. 
son; 7d efs dv7l rod &y cdo, Theodoret : 
compare Lucian, Towar. 46 (cited by 
Wetst.), ets &v&pwmos bytes ofrw Bioduer. 
The concluding words évy Xpiot@ "Inood 
obviate all mistakes by defining in whom, 
and in whom alone, this union was fully 
realized. 

29. ef S& Swets} ‘But if ye;’ re- 
sumption of the argument after the 
short digression of ver, 28, the empha- 
sis resting slightly on Seis: ‘as ye, to 
whom I am speaking, and who have 
felt such doubts on the subject, have 
put on Christ, ye must be what He is 
(ver. 16), the seed of Abraham.’ 

The reading «fs éore év X, Inc. instead 
of Xpirrod, though found in DIEFG; 


ets] ‘one,’ 7. e. one per- 


Clarom. .... Ambrst. is clearly an ex- 
egetical gloss, Tod "ABpadu 
awéppa] ‘Abraham's seed ;’ tod ’ABp. 


being put forward with a slight empha- 


.and esp. Theod. Mops. 


sis, and standing in correlation to Xpic- 
rod to give force and perspicuity to the 
conclusion; ei 5¢ duets éeoré Xpiorod 
popoh Kal caua, eixdtws Tod “ABp. éare 
orépua, CEcum,; comp. Theod. in loc., 
(p. 126, ed. 
Fritz.) who has well elucidated the ar- 
gument. éewayy. KAN- 
povdmor] ‘heirs according to, or by 
way of promise ;’ not by any legal ob- 
servances. The «Anpovoula is now stated 
absolutely; they were «Anpovdno, not 
merely of Abraham, nor even tis émay- 
yealas (Theod. Mops.), but simply of 
all that which was involved in it, salva- 
tion and the kingdom of Christ; comp. 
Meyer in Joc, The declaration of ver. 
7 is now at length substantiated and 
expanded by 22 verses of the deepest, 
most varied, and most comprehensive 
reasoning that exists in the whole com- 
pass of the great Apostle’s writings. 

The xa before kat. érayy., adopted by 
Ree. with FGJK; mss.; Syr. (both), 
Goth., A&th.; Chrys., Thevd., is now 
rightly omitted by most critical editors, 


Kat 


Cuarter IV. 1. Aéyw 8] ‘Now F 
say ;’ further and more explanatory 
proof of the assertion that we are heirs, 
suggested by the term «Anpovduor (ch. 
111.29), and the comparisons it involves ; 
comp. ch. v. 16, Rom. xv. 8, where the 
use of Aéyw d& in introducing a con, 
tinued explanatory argument rather than 
merely elucidating a statement or ex- 
pression that had preceded (comp. ch, iii. 
17, rodro St Aéyw, 1 Cor. i, 12, Aéyw 5& 
rovto, 1 Cor. vii. 29, rodro 5é qnpt), 
seems analogous to the present. 

56 kAnpovdmos]| ‘the heir,’ ¢. e. ‘every 
heir ;. compare 6 peairns, ch. iii, 20, 


yes 


Crap. IV. 1, 2: 
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iy , ’ . 
pos vijrruos eat, ovdev Siadéper Sovrov, Ktpios. wévreav OV, 
2 trAXa id \ > / ed \ \ > , y” n 

a vmod émitpoTous éoTiv Kai oiKxovdpyous aype Tis TpoSec- 


Winer, Gr.-§ 18. 1, p. 97. There are 
some exegetical difficulties in this and 
the following verse, arising from the 
fact, that, while the nature of the com- 
parison (see Brown), as well as the 
words &xpt tis mpoSeculas tod mdrpos, 
would seem to imply that the father 
was alive, the expression kUpios mdvTwv 
&v, and the term éz{rpomous (but see be- 
low) might be thought to imply that he 
was dead. The latter view is taken by 
Theodoret and the majority of ancient 
(silet Chrys.), with several modern com- 
mentators ; the former is ably advocated 
by Neubour, Bibl. Brem. Class. Vol. v. 
p- 40 (cited by Wolf), and also many 
recent expositors. Grotius endeavors to 
escape the difficulty by representing the 
father absent on travel; comp. lian, 
Var. Hist. ut. 26, cited below in note 
ver. 2. The question, however, is really 
of little moment: St. Paul is engaged 
so entirely in the simple comparison of 
the circumstances of the nonage of the 
earthly sAnpovduos, with those of the 
nonage of believers who lived under the 
law (ver. 3), that the subordinate ques- 
tion of the life, death, or absence of the 
father of the kAnpovduos passes wholly 
out of sight; comp. Alf. in loc. 
vhmtos| ‘an infant, a minor ;’ tynBos, 
as opposed to épnBos, the technical term 
for one who had attained his majority ; 
see Smith, Dict. Antig. s. v. ZpnB., and 
Reff. in Rost. u. Palm, Lez. Vol. 1. p. 
1282. There does not seem any suf- 
ficient reason for departing from this 
usual view of vimios (opp. to Bagge in 
Joc.), or with Chrys., al., for introducing 
any reference to the ethical meaning of 
weakness of understanding, 

ode Bitapéper Sovaov| ‘differs 
in nothing from a bond-servant ; ‘imo 
servo [madaywyG] subjectus est,’ Erasm. 


The very apposite quotation from’ Dio 
Chrys., xv. p. 240, adduced by Wetst, 
in loc., is too long for citation, but is 
worth: referring: to. KUpLoOs 
madvrwy wv) ‘though he be lord of all ;’ 
concessive use of the participle; comp, 
Donalds. Gr § 621, Kriiger, Sprachi, 
§ 56. 18. 1sq. It does not seem neces- 
sary for the sake of preserving the image 
of a diving father to. understand these 
words as prospective; the heir was the 
kvptos (Grot. compares the use of ‘ herus 
minor’ in Lat. comedy), in right. of 


.birth and condition. 


2. émitpdmous) ‘overlookers, guar= 
dians.’ The latter is the usual meaning 


of the word in relation to children } 


(comp. Iseus, Her. Cleonym. § 10, p. 
4 (ed. Schém.), toy xSiarov Tov oiKkelwv 
énltpomov katadimeiv; ib. Her. Dice. ¥ 
10; Plut. Lycurg. § 3, robs Tay éppavav 
Bacthéwy émirpérovs), and that in which 
it appears to have been adopted by He- 
brew writers; compare Schoettg. Hor. 
Hebr. in loc., Selden, de Suecess. ch. 9, 
Vol. u. p. 26. 
better to adopt the ‘more general mean- 
ing ‘overlooker, one entrusted with the 
charge of anything’ (comp. Aristoph. 
Eccl, 212, émirpdmois rod raptor, Ken. 


It seems here, however, 


Ccon. x11. 2, 6 év rots dypois emttporos), 
and. not to embarrass the passage with 
terms which might bring in irrelevant 
considerations (the father’s being alive 
or dead) into the present simple com- 
parison, We may, however, not un- 
suitably comp. ASlian, Var. Hist. 11. 16, 
émitp. kat Tod madds, Kal TOY xpnudTwr, 
where the context distinctly shows that 
the father was alive, though absent. 
42? 
4 


jAv5 [dominos domus] Syr., ‘acto- 


olkovdmous| ‘ stewards,’ 
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pias Tod Tatpés. * odtws Kal 


res,’ Vulg., Clarom. [compare Plin. Ep. 
1. 19], less accurately, Goth. fawragag- 
gam [Vorsteher] ; managers of the prop- 
erty of the «Anpovduos, and standing in 
the same relation to his estate as the ézi- 
tporo: did to his education and general 
bringing up; comp. Plutarch, Educ.§7, 
BovAwy . . . TOUS St oixovduous, Tovs 5é Sa- 
veistds. Most commentators not inaptly 
cite the case of Eliezer, Gen. xv. 2, comp. 
xxiv. 2; illustrations from Roman law 
(Bagge, al.) do not seem here in point, 
as the comparison is simple and general. 
THs Tposecutas] ‘the time appointed 


(beforehand), ‘preefinitum tempus,’ 
Vulg. The term mpodecuta, scil. Spa or 


fyuepa (for the distinction between these, 
see Bagge in loc.), is properly the term 
limited for bringing actions or prosecu- 
tions, the time fixed by the statute of 
limitations, ‘Tag der Verjihrung :’ see 
Smith, Dict. of Antig. s. v., and exx, 
in Rost. u. Palm, Lez. s. v. ; — thence, 
any pre-appointed time or day ; see the 
numerous exx. in Wetst. 7m loc., Kypke, 
Obs. Vol. 11. p. 279, Krebs, Obs. p. 322. 
In eccles. writers, mpoSecu. is sometimes 
used for the time assigned for repentance 
before excommunication ; see Bingham, 
Antiq. xvi. 2. 7. It may be ob- 
served that as the termination of nonage 
was fixed in Hebrew (13 y years and a day 
for males; 12 years and a day for fe- 
males, Selden, de Success. ch. 9, Vol. 
Il. p. 25); as well as Greek and Roman 
law, the dependence of the 4 mpoSecula 
on the father, must be explained, — 
either (a) by the very reasonable as- 
sumption that St. Paul is here speaking 
theologically rather than juridically, — 
or (b) less probably, by the supposition 
that he was here referring, with techni- 
cal exactness, to an extended parental 
authority which the Galatians appear 
to have possessed; see Gottl. Gesch. d. 


GALATIANS. , 


Cuap. IV. 2, 3. 
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Rom. Staatsverf. p. 109, 517 (cited by 
B. Crus.), and comp. Cesar, Bell. Gall. 
vi. 19. 

3. ob} rws Kal mets] ‘So we also,’ 
application of the preceding statements ; 
kal, as usual in comparative sentences, 
bringing into prominence and throwing 
a slight emphasis on the contrasted 
member of the comparison; see notes 
on Eph. v. 23. It has been doubted 
whether the fers are Jews (Chrys., 
Theod.), Gentiles (Aug.), or both 
equally (Win., Mey.). The most nat- 
ural reference seems to be (a) to Jews, 
primarily and principally, as the nature 
of the preceding argument seems dis- 
tinctly to require; but also (6) seconda- 
rily, Gentiles, in accordance with the 
nature of the succeeding argument. 

Td oTotxeta TOD Kédéopov] ‘the 
rudiments of the world.’ It is very 
difficult to decide on the exact mean- 
ing of these words. Taken separately, 
orotxeiov is used in the N. T., both in 
a physical (2 Pet. iii, 10,12) and an 
ethical sense (Heb. v. 12). Kéopos, 
again, has, practically at least, three 
meanings; physical (Matth. xxv. 34), 
collective (mankind, Joh. iii. 16), and 
ethical (1 Cor. ii, 12). From the com-- 
bination of both words, a great variety 
of interpretations have arisen, all, how- 
ever, separable into two general classes, 
(1) Physical ; 
(a) festivals of Judaism, Chrysost. ; 
Zabianism, August. ; 


elementa mundi, either, 
(3) 
or (c) abstractedly, 
religion in sensible forms, Neand. Plant- 
ing, Vol. 1. p. 465, Bohn. (2) Ethical ; 
rudimenta mundi, first, but not neces- 
sarily erroneous (comp. /2th.), princi- 
ples of religious knowledge among men, 
whether (a) Jews (De W.); or (b) Jews 
and heathens (Meyer). Grammatical 
considerations seem in favor of (1); for 
otoXeta, in a sense rudimenta, would 


Cuap. IV. 3, 4. 


a a a 
oTolyela Tov Kécpou Huev SedovAWpEVOL 
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appear to require, as in Heb. v. 12, a 
gen. oljecti, and not as here a gen. sub- 
Jecti (see Neander 7. ¢.); still xéopou 
need not be considered a pure gen. subj. 
the connection between the nom. and 
gen. being often somewhat lax; see 
Winer, Gr. § 30. 2, p. 214 sq. Exe- 
getical considerations must be also ex- 
tended to ver. 9, and to Col. ii. 8, 20, 
where the same words occur. These we 
can only briefly notice. In Col. ii. 8, the 
parallelism with rapddoo1s ray avapdray, 
seems so distinct, and so palpably in fa- 
vor of (2), as to outweigh the argument 
drawn by Schneckenb. from the sup- 
posed physical use of xécpos in ver. 20. 
The use of the term giAosopia seems 
also there to point slightly more to 
heathen rudiments (see notes in loc.), 
while on the contrary in Col. ii. 20, and 
below, ver. 9, the reference seems mainly 
to Jewish rudiments. All these 
conflicting views being considered, we 
seem here justified in deciding in favor 
of (2) generally ; assigning, however, to 
the words (as both jyc?s and the nature 
of the argument require) a primary, 
but by no means exclusive reference to 
the Jews. For further notices of this 
doubtful expression, see Baur, Paulus, 
p- 594 sq., and for a defence of the 
physical meaning, Schneckenburg. in 
Theol. Jahrb. 1848, p. 444 sq., and 
Hilgenf. Galat. p. 68 sq. The applica- 
tion to the ceremonial law will be found, 
Petav. de Predest. x. 28. 12, Vol. 1. p. 
456. SedSovAwpévor] ‘in a 
state of slavery ;’ the perf. pass. part. 
marking the permanent nature and con- 
tinuance of the dovAefa; comp. Winer, 
“Gr. § 45.1, p. 305. The verb jer may 
be regarded either as in union with 
SeSovaA. and as forming a compound 
tense, or as in more immediate con- 


nection with id 7a or.: the latter is 
most probable, as forming the best par- 
allel to 52d émitpdmous early; so dis- 
tinctly Copt., and perhaps Vulg., 
Clarom., ‘sub elementa eramus servi- 
entes ;’ see Meyer in Joc. 

4.7d mAhpwua Tod xpdvov] 
‘the fulness of the time,’ z. e. the mo- 
ment which makes the time complete, 
answering to the &xp: rijs mpoSecutas 
Tov matpds, ver. 2; see Stier, Ephes. Vol, 
I. p. 208, and compare Usteri, Lehrd, 
1. 1, p. 88. These words have been 
the subject of considerable discussion. 
Taken in its most general view mAfpopua 
has two meanings; (1) Active; 7d tAnpq 
moweiv, implendi actio, not id quod implet, 
as Fritz. (on Rom, xi. 12) has satisfacto- 
rily proved against Storr, Opuse. 1. p. 
144, (2) Passive; either in the less 
usual sense (a) 7d guod impletum est, or 
the more common and regular sense (8), 
id quo res impletur ; compare 1 Cor. x. 
26, Mark viii. 20. Hence 7d Af- 
pwua tod xp. will seem to be ‘id quo 
temporis spatium impletur, sc. expletur ;’ 
the idea being rather that of a temporal 
space (so to speak) filled up, as it were, 
by the flowing in of time; see Olsh. in 
loc., and comp, Herod. m1. 22, dydéxovra 
8 érea Céns mAhpwua avdpl paxpdratov. 
Fritz., on the contrary, but with less 
probability, regards rAfpwyua as the ab- 
stract notion of the concrete idea mAf- 
pns, ‘temporis plenitas,’ i. q. ‘plenum 
tempus ;’ see, however, his very valua- 
ble note, Rom. J, c, Vol. um. p. 469 sq. 
The doctrinal meaning of this term is 
investigated at length in Hall, Bampt. 
Lect. for 1797, esp. Serm. vu. p. 211 
sq.; see also the good sermons on this 
text by Andrewes, Serm. vr. Vol. 1. p. 
49, and Donne, Serm. 11. Vol. 1. p. 39 
(ed. Alf.). étaméatetrcy] 
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‘sent forth,’ ‘emisit, ex ccelo a sese,’ 
Beng.; comp. Acts vii. 12, xi. 22, xvii. 
14.. On the doctrinal questions con- 
nected with this word, see Petav. Trin. 
vut. 1. 10. yevdp. ek yu- 
vatkds] ‘born of a woman ;’ defining 
participial clause added to attest the 
. pure manhood of Christ, and to obviate 
any misconception of the meaning of 
the clause that. follows; comp. Usteri, 
Lehrd, 11. 2.4, p. 811 sq. No doctrinal 
stress:is thus to be Jaid either on yuvairds 
(‘absque virili semine,’ Est.), or on the 
prep. (7d. 52 én. Bwedae... 
thy nowwvlay Tis pioews Tod TiKTOMEVOU 
mpos thy yevvicacay, Basil, de Sp. Sanct. 
v. 123 compare Theophyl. Cicum.) ; 
,yovaxds: being only used to mark our 
| Lord’s true humanity, and é having 
i only its usual and natural ref..to the 
circumstances of birth; compare Matth. 
i. 16, John iii. 6,:and see Rost. u. Palm. 
Lex, s. v. 11. 2, Vol. 1, p. 818, Winer, 
Gr. § 47. b, p. 327, 328. For a sound 
and striking sermon on this verse, and 
on the general relation of woman. to 
man, see Jackson, Creed, Vol. vi- p. 226 
(Oxf. 1844). The reading yevvd- 
vevoy, (found in some cursive mss., 
Ath., Theod., al.), has every appearance 
-of being an explanatory gloss. 
yevdmevov brd vdpor| ‘born un- 
der the law,’ ‘natum inter Judeos legi 
Mos. obnoxios,’ Schott ; second defining 
clause added to show that not only was 
{ Christ truly man (-yev. & yuv.), but also 
a. true: member of the Jewish. nation 
(yer. bd vdu.), and standing in the 
same religious relations as all other 
Israelites ; see Olshaus. and ‘Turner in 
i doc., and comp: Andrewes, Serm. 1. Vol. 
tp. 13 (A.C.L.).. On the most suita- 
ble rendering of -yevduevov, see notes to 
Transl, 
ebalva nods bwd vouor etary] 
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5 Py. x e ‘ lé bea 
iva tovs.v70. vopov éEayo- 


‘in order that He might ransom those 
under the law ;’ first gracious purpose of 
God's having sent forth his Son thus | 
yevdu. ek yuvaux. and thus yevdu. bab 
véuov, — the ransom of those who were 
under the same religious obligations as 
those under which our Lord vouchsafed 
to be born. The redemption was, as 
De W. (after Beng.) rightly maintains, 
not merely from the curse, but from the 
bondage of the law; comp. ver. 38. On 
the meaning of égawyop. see notes on ch. 
iii. 18. iva thy viodsec. 
&moX.] ‘in order that we might. receive 
the adoption of sons ;’ second gracious 
purpose of God, resulting from the first, 
— the adoption of sons not only of Jews, 
but of all men (jets), of all those whose 
nature our Lord vouchsafed to assume, 
The first va thus, by a kind of yards 
(Jelf, Gr. § 904. 3) found occasionally 
elsewhere in. the Apostle’s writings 
(comp. Philem. 6), refers to the second 
participial member -yevdu. imd vdpuor, 
while the second fva refers to the first 
and less circumscribed yevdu. éx yuvat- 
kos. For examples of a double iva thus 
appended to a single finite verb, comp. 
ch. iii. 14, Eph. v. 26, Thy 
vioSealar] ‘the adoption of sons ;’ 
comp. Rom, viii. 15, 23, ix. 4, Eph. i. 5. 
The interpretation, ‘conditio jiliorum,’ 
‘sonship,’ adopted by several.commenta- 
tors (see Ust. im doce. and Lehrd. 11. 1. 2, 
p. 186, note), both here and Rom viii. 
15, has been convincingly refuted by 
Fritz, Rom. 1. ¢., Vol. 1. p. 137 sq. 
We were formerly in the light of ser- 
vants, hut now have been adopted and 
are free sons. Neander traces a three- 
fold gradation in this adoption; (a) as 
existing but not appropriated; (0) as 
appropriated through faith in Christ; 
(e) as perfected by a full communion in 


-his blessedness and glory; . Planting, 
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Vol. 1. p. 477 (Bohn). &modd- 
Bopev] ‘might receive.’ The special 
force of the prep. has been somewhat 
differently explained. Of the two more 
ancient interpretations (a), that of Chrys., 
Karas elmev Gror. Servis dpetdouevny, 
though lexically admissible (see Win., 
de Verb. Comp. Fase. rv. p. 18), does 
not harmonize with the context, as the 
viodecia is not here alluded to as the sub- 
ject of promise; again (0), that of Aug., 
‘non dixit aecipiamus sed recipiamus,’ 
though. equally admissible on lexical 
grounds (opp. to Meyer; comp. Herod. 
1.61. and see Rost u, Palm, Lew. s. v. 
amé, E, and ib. s. v. dmoAauB. 2, a.) is 
more than doubtful in point of doctrine, 
as the correct dogmatical statement, ¢ ut 
quod perdideramus in Adam... . hoc in 
Christo reciperemus’ (Iren.; see Bull, 
State of Man, p. 492, Oxf. 1844) can 
only be applied to what Adam had 
before his fall, and not to a gracious 
gift which was not bestowed on him. 
It seems best then to fall back on the 
general local meaning of amd, and to 
regard the verb as hinting at receiving 
from an imaginary place where the 
things given might be conceived as 
having been laid up in store; ‘ droAauB. 
dicuntur imprimis illi, qui, que ipsis 
destinata et quasi reposita sunt, accipi- 
unt, Col. iii, 24, 2 Joh. 8,’ Winer, 7. c. ; 
add Luke xvi. 25, aréAaBes 1a Gyadd 
gov, which the context shows could 
scarcely receive any other interpretation. 

6. Srt 5& k. 7. A.) ‘and as a proof 
that ye are sons,’ ‘quemadmodum au- 
tem’ [kamasa}, ASth., the 5¢ introducing 
with a faintly oppositive force the dem- 
onstration of the assertion, It is dif- 
ficult to decide whether dri is here 
causal (*quoniam,’ Vulg., Clarom., Syr.- 
Philox.) or, more probably, demonstra- 


tive (rédev BHAov S71, Chrys., Theoph., 
C&cum., and by obvious inference Theod. 
and Theod. Mops.). Independently of 
the authority of the Greek commentators, 
which in such cases is very great, we seem 
justified by the context in adopting the 
latter view, as, on the one hand, the causal 
interpretation seems to interfere with the 
easy transition from the declaration of 
ver. 4, 5, to the consequence in ver. 7; 
and, on the other hand, the demonstra- 
tive dr: seems to accord better with the 
emphatic position and the tense of éoré. 
The sentence is thus what is called 
brachylogical, «and as a proof that ye 
really are sons,’— a construction to which 
De W. and Alf. abject, but which still 
seems perfectly correct and admissible ; 
see Winer, Gr. § 66. 1, p. 546, Fritz, 
Rom. ii. 14, Vol. 1. p. 117, Liicke on 
1 John v. 9. ‘The insertion of rod 
@eod after viol, in DEFG; Clarom., 
Demid., Tol., Goth., and Lat. Ff., seems 
an obvious explanatory addition. 

7b Tvetpa Tod viod abrod] ‘the 
Spirit of His Son,’ scil. the Holy Spirit 
(‘Spiritus Christi quia per Christum 
obtinetur, Joh. xiv. 16,’ Grot.), here 
suitably thus designated in harmony 
with the preceding mention of our re- 
lation to God as sons (Ust.); compare 
Rom. viii. 9, where Mv. @cod and My. 
Xpicrod appear interchangeable. On 
the doctrinal significance of this passage 
—that it is the ‘substantia’ and ‘ per- 
sona’ of the Spirit which dwells in the 
hearts of believers (1 Cor. vi. 19), comp. 
Petav. Trin. vin. 4. 6, Vol, 1. p. 459, 
and on the heart as the seat of the in- 
working power of God, Beck, Scelent. 
§ 27, p. 107. In the following 
words Fec. reads iuéy with BD®EJK ; 
mss.; several Vy. and Ff., but with 
slightly less probability than judy, which 
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7. 5:4 cod] This reading, which Tisch. has adopted with ABCI(FG 8:4 @e dv) 5 
17; Boern., Vulg., Copt.; Clem., Bas., Cyr., Did.; Ambr., Aug., Pel., Bed., 
Ambrst. (Lachm., Mey.), appears, on the whole, the most satisfactory. Fritz. 
(Opusc. p. 148) supports the Rec. on paradiplomatic considerations (Xp. and @e, 
being confused with one another, hence omission of 6a Xpiorod ; then 8d @e. by 
omission of Xp.), which seem somewhat precarious. In answer to the internal ob- 
jection of Usteri that the inheritance is never represented by St. Paul as coming 
3: @cod (compare, however, ver. 5), it may be remarked, that @eod may fairly be 
taken in its widest sense, as including the three Persons of the blessed ‘Trinity, just 


separately mentioned ; see Windischm. in loc. 


is found in ACDIEG; many mss; 
Amit. (Flor.), Clarom., Ath. (2), and 
many Ff. and is adopted by the best 
recent editors. -ABBa 6 raTHp] 
‘Abba Father ? Mark xiv. 36, Rom. viii. 
1s. In this solemn expression 6 rarhp 
(nom. for vocat., Winer, Gr. § 29. 2, p. 
164) does not seem appended to the 
Aramaic ’ABB& as a mere explanation 
of it, ‘Abba, id est, Pater’ (Beza), nor 
yet united with it to indicate the union 
of Jews and Gentiles (Ilebraium ver- 
bum ad Judeos, Greecum ad Gentes... 
pertinet,’ Aug. ; comp. Andrewes, Serm. 
iv. Vol. 1. p. 60), but is appy. llenued 
with it as making up the *solemnis for- 
mula’ of the early Christian prayers. 
The Aramaic title under which our 
Lord addressed his Heavenly Father 
was, probably, at a very early pe- 
riod (hence Mark 7. ¢.) united to the 
Greek synonym in reverent and affee- 
tionate remembrance of Him who had 
“taught and enabled us truly to call God 
Our Father, and thence used as a single 
form in all more fervent addresses to 
God; compare Schoettg. Hor, Vol. i. 
p- 252, where instances are given of 
addresses to God in which Hebrew 
and Greek words are somewhat simi- 
larly united. Whether there is any 
allusion to the fact that, among the 
Jews, a freedman might, by addressing 
any one with the title Abba, prepare 


the way for adoption by him (Selden, 
de Success. ch. 4. Vol. 11. p. 15), seems 
very doubtful. 

7. &’o07e€ k. 7. A.] ‘So then,’ ‘Conse- 
quently ; conclusion from the statements 
in the two preceding verses, dare with 
its usual and proper force denoting the 
‘consecutionem alicujus rei ex antece- 
dentibus,’ Klotz, Devar. Vol. u. p. 771. 
On the force of this particle with the 
indic. and infin., see notes on ch. ii. 18, 
and for its use with the imperative, notes 
on Phil. ii, 12. overt el] 
‘thou art no more, as thou wert when 
in bondage under rudiments of the 
world.’ Meyer finds a climax of per- 
son in dmoAdBwuev, ver. 6, éoré, ver. 6, 
el, ver. 7, the mode of address becoming 
more and more personal and individual- 
izing; for further exx. of this use the 
second person in more cogent addresses, 
see Rom, xi. 17, xii. 20, xiii. 4, xiv. 4, 
1 Cor. iv. 7, al, and comp. notes, ch, ii. 
18. el 5é vids, kal KAn- 
povdmos| ‘but if a son (not a slave) 
then also an heir ;’ comp. Rom. viii. 17, 
ei 5¢ rékva, kal KAnpovduor. Both these 
passages must appy. be explained on the 
principles of the Roman, and not of the 
Hebrew law. According to the latter, 
only sons (legitimate, ‘ex concubinis,’ | 
or ‘ex incestu,’ but not ‘ex ancillis et 
Gentilibus,’ Seld. de Succ, ch. 3) suc- 
ceeded to the inheritance ; the first-born 


Cnap. IV. 8. 


How then can ye now turn 
back again to the bondage 
of rudiments as, alas! ye are doing? 


having double ; according to the former 
all children, male or female; ‘nec inter- 
est utrum naturales sint an adoptivi,’ 
Gajus, Com. Inst. 11. § 2 (cited by 
Fritz.). It is scarcely necessary to ob- 
serve that vids is not to be pressed, being 
simply, as Fritz. observes, in antithesis 
to dovAos: women are distinctly in- 
cluded in ch. iii. 28. The whole sub- 
ject is ably investigated by Fritzsche, 
Fritzsch. Opuse. p. 1483—149. 

8. &AAd] ‘Howbeit ;’ appeal based on 
the preceding statements, and involving 
a strong contrast between their past and 
present states. The adversative &AA& 
has thus here no species of affirmative 
force (Ust.), a meaning which, how- 
ever, may be justified, see Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 1. p. 14, — but introduces an ex- 
planation of the words ovd«ér: ef k. T. A., 
by the very contrast which it states; 
‘now ye are free children of God, — 
then (before the time of your viodecia) 
ye knew Him not, and were the bond- 
servants of demons.’ It. need scarcely 
be added that 7+é7e does not refer to ver. 
3 (Winer, Schott.), still less is to be re- 
garded equivalent to méAa (Koppe), but 
merely marks the period when they 
were not, as they now are, sons; ‘quasi 
digito intento designat omne tempus 
quod ante vocationem Galatarum exie- 
rat,’ Grot. eiddtes| 
‘ignorantes, —an historic fact; con- 
trast 1 Thess. iv. 5, 7a ph ciddra roy 
@cdy, where they are only so character- 
ized by the writer, and see Winer, Gr. 
§ 55. 5, p. 428 sq. It may be observed 
that with certain participles ob regularly 
and formally codlesces, so as to express 
one single idea; see Gayler, Part. Neg. 
p. 287. 2S0vAetvcaTe| ‘were 
slaves ;? emphatic, and, as in ver. 9, in 


a bad sense. The proper force of the 
13 
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aorist, as marking an action that took 
place in and belongs wholly to the past, 
is here distinctly apparent; comp. the 
exx. in Kriiger, Sprachl. § 53. 6. 1, 
Scheuerl. Syn. § 32. 2, p. 331 sq., and 
for some excellent remarks on the use 
of the tense, Schmalf. Synt. d. Gr. Verb. 
§ 60 sq., and esp. Fritz. de Aor. Vi, 
Frankf. 1837. This passage has 
been pressed into the controversy re- 
specting dovAefa and Aarpela, and is 
noticed in Forbes, Instruct. vu. 1, p. 
331 sq. pvaoet wy 
ota Seots| ‘which by nature are 
not gods; pice being emphatic, and 
serving to convey an unconditioned de- 
nial of their being gods at all; comp. 
1 Cor. x. 20. The order in Ree. rots wh 
gboet ober Seots [D°FGIK ; mss.; Syr.- 
Phil.; Chrys., Theod., al.] is much less 
expressive, as implying that the false 
gods were thought to be true gods, 
though not naturally so, and is decidedly 
inferior in external authority to that 
adopted in the text, which has the sup- 
port of ABCD!E; 6 mss. ; Syr. (plural), 
Vulg., Goth., Copt.; Athan. (4), Nyss. 
(4), al., and is adopted by the best recent 
editors, On the meaning of gice 
‘substantially,’ ‘essentially,’ and the 
connection of the verse with the argu- 
ment for the divinity of Christ, see 
Waterl. Second Def. Qu. 24, Vol. 1. p. 
722. wy ode: is a subjective 
negation, and states the view in which 
they were regarded by the writer; see 
above, and comp. the numerous exx. 
cited by Winer, Gr. § 55. 5, p. 428. 
The student must be reminded that uy 
with participles is the prevailing usage 
in the N. T., so that while od with par- 
ticiples may be pressed, it is well to be 
cautious with regard to wf; see notes 
on 1 Thess, ii. 15. 
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9. yudvres Oedy] ‘after having 
known’ God ;’ temporal participle here 
expressing an action preceding that 
specified by the finite verb ; see Winer, 
Gr. § 45. 1, p. 306, and notes on Eph, 
ii. 8, but transpose the accidentally in- 
terchanged words ‘subsequent to’ and 
Olsh, finds a climax 
in ciddtes, yvdvTes, and ywodevtes; the 


7 , 
* preceding. 


| first, merely outward knowledge that 


/ 


God'is; the second, the inner essential 
knowledge in activity; the third, the 
passive knowledge of God in love. The 


| distinction between the two latter (see 
\ below) seems correct, but that between 


ei5. and yy. very doubtful, especially 
after the instances cited by Meyer, viz. 
John vii. 27, viii. 55, 2 Cor. v. 16. 
HGAAov Be] ‘imo vero,’ ‘vel potius,’ 
Rom. viii. 34; ‘ corrigentis est ut sepis- 
sime,’ Stallb. Plat. Symp, 173 E: see 
exx. collected by Raphel, zn doc. 
yrvworévres] ‘being known,’ ‘cog- 
niti,’ Vulg., Clarom. [cognoti]; not 
‘approbati’ (Grot.), nor even acknowl- 
edged as His own’ (Ust., compare 
Ewald), still less ‘scire facti’ (Beza), 
— but simply, in the usual and regular 
meaning of the word in the N. T,, 
‘known,’ ‘recognized ;’ see 1 Cor. viii. 


“8, xiii, 12, and comp. Winer, Gr, § 39. 
3, p. 235. | Before the time of their | 


conversion, the Galatians were not 


\with spiritual gifts; ards Sas ereomd- 
caro, Chrys. The distinction drawn by 
Olsh. (above) between yvdytes, cognitio 
activa, knowledge, which must be, if 
genuine, preceded by yvwoS., cognitio 
passiva, love,—hence the corrective 
paAAoy 5€,— seems borne out by I Cor, 


1, c. (on which see Beng.) ; comp. Neand. 
Plant. Vol. 1. p. 157, note (Bohn.). 

as] ‘qui fit ut,’ ‘how cometh it that ;’ 
see ch. ii. 14, 
mdr.y] ‘turn back again ;’ ‘converti- 


emiaTtpepeTe 


> 

mini iterum’ Vulg., Clarom., 50Z 
> y, . . . 

oAasa [iterum conversiestis] Syr. ; 


adédw not being the Homeric and Hesi- 
odic ‘retro’ (an idea involved in é7u- 
otpédere, Matth. xii. 44, 2 Pet. ii, 22), 
but denuo, iterwm, the more common 
meaning in the N. T.; see exx. in. 
Bretsch. Lez.s. vy. The lapse of the 
Galatians into Judaism is thus repre- 
sented as a relapse into those oro:xeta 
among which Judaism was included: 
‘mddw non rem eandem respicit sed 
similem,’ Glass. ap. Pol. Syn. in loc, 
Ta &odevH K.T.A.) ‘the weak and 


ee 


begyarly elements ;’ doer as haying no \ 


power to justify or promote salvation, 
mTwxa as having no rich dowry of spir- 


vii. 18, and see Grot. zn loc, 

warty &vywrev| ‘again anew,’ ‘aftra 
jupana,’ Goth.; not pleonastic like 
médw ek dSevrépov (Matth. xxvi, 42), 
ereita, meta TovTo (John xi. 7), but ex- 
pressive of two distinct ideas, relapse to 
bondage and recommencement of its prin- 


ciples, The Galatians had been slaves 
_ known by God,—had not become the | to the oroxeia in the form of heathen- 
| objects of His divine knowledge; now 


ism; now they were desiring to enslave 
\ they were known by Him and endowed | 


themselves again to the erorxeia, and to 
commence them anew in the form of 
Judaism; comp. ‘rursum denuo,’ Plaut, 
Cas, Prol. 33 (Wetst.), and see Hand. 
Tursell, Vol. 11. p. 279. 

10. 7uépas] ‘days,’ scil. Jewish Sab- 
baths, fasts, etc. (compare Rom. xiv. 5, 
6, Col. ii. 16); appy. emphatic, and not 


oe 


itual gifts and blessings; compare Heb, ~ 
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improbably placed forward as marking 
what they observed with most scrupu- 
losity; see Alf. in Joc. It, however, 
can scarcely be considered exegetically 
exact to urge this verse against ‘ any 
theory of a Christian Sabbath’ (Alf.), 
when the Apostle is only speaking of 
legal and Judaizing. observances; see 
on Col, ii. 16. Tapatnpeiavel 
‘Ye are studiously observing,’ compare 
Mth. tetagabu [where the Conjug. (111. 
1, Dillm.) does not seem without its 
force] ; the force of the compound be- 
ing appy. ‘sedulo’ (Meyer), not ‘ super- 
stitiose observatis’ (Bretsch.) — a mean- 
ing which the passages adduced, e. g. 
Joseph. Ant. m1. 5. 5, maparnpeivy tas 
éBSouddas, Cod. A. Relat. Tilat. (Thilo, 
Cod, Ap. p. 806), 73 odBBatrov mapatn- 
petoda, do not substantiate. It may 
be observed that the primary use of 
mapa in this verb is appy. local, and by 
implication intensive, scil. — ‘standing 
‘close beside for the purpose of more 
effectually observing ’ (compare Acts ix. 
24, and see Rost u. Palm, Lez. s. v. 
Vol. 11. p. 720): the secondary force is 
‘more distinctly ethical, but appy. re- 
stricted to the idea of hostile observation 
(Mark iii. 2, Luke vi. 7, xiv. 1); com- 
pare Polyb. Hist. xvu. 3. 2, évedpeverw 
kal maparnpeiv, and see exx. in Schweigh, 
Lex. Polyb.s. y.,and in Steph, Thes. s. v. 
Vol. vi. p. 410. The punctuation 
of this verse is doubtful. Tisch. Mey., 
Alf., al., place a mark of interrogation 
after éviavrods, but appy.. with some- 
what less contextual probability than 
the simple period (Lachm,); as in this 
latter case the verse supplies a natural 
verification of the statement implied in 
the preceding question, explaining 7/s 
wis Sovactas tpdmos (Theod.), and form- 
ing a natural transition to the sadder 


tone of ver. 11. To derive a hint merely 
from the use of the pres. tense that the 
Galatians were then. celebrating a Sab- 
batical year (Wieseler, Chron. Apost. 
p- 286, note) seems very precarious. 
kKatpovs] ‘seasons,’ t. e. of the festi- 
vals; comp. Chron. viii. 13, rod dvapé- 
pew Kata Tas évToAds Maton ev tors 
aaBBdrots, Kad ev tots unot, Kad év Tals 
€optais, Tpeis Kaipovs Tod éviavtod, and 
Lev. xxiii. 4, éviautovs| 
‘years,’ — the sabbatical years, and (ac- \ 
cording to the usual explanation) the / 
years of Jubilee. These latter, Meyer 
asserts on the authority of Kranold (de 
Anno Jubil. p. 79), were never really 
celebrated ; contrast, however, the direct 
command in Lev. xxv. 5, and compare 
the distinct allusions to it in other places 
(e. g. Isaiah, lxi. 1, 2). Whether the 
year of Jubilee is here alluded to may 
be a matter of opinion; but that both 
before (opp. to Winer, RWB., Art. 
‘Jubeljahr,’ Vol. 1. p. 626) and after 
the captivity it was fully observed, there 
seems no sufficient reason to doubt; see 
Kitto, Bibd. Cyclop. Art. ‘Jubilee,’ Vol. 
11. p. 162. 

1l. poBotmat bas] ‘I am appre- 
hensive of you,’ ‘res vestre mihi timo- 
rem incutiunt,’ Grot.; definite and 
independent statement receiving its fur- 
ther explanation from what follows; 
comp. Col. iv. 17, BAéme thy diaxovlay 
.... Wa avtyv mwAnpots, and see notes 
in loc. ‘Yo regard this verse as an ex- 
ample of that kind of attraction, where 
a word, really belonging to the subordi- 
nate clause, is made the object of, and 
assimilated by the principal clause (Ust., 
Winer, Gr. § 66. 5, p. 552), does not 
seem grammatically exact, as in such 
cases the object of the former clause is 
nearly always the sudject of the latter 
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me not even in my infirmity, but evinced towards me the deepest reverence and warmest love. 


(Scheuerl. Syné. § 49. 2, p. 507) e.g 
Acts xv. 36, émaxepadueda Tos adeApous 
.... ms %xovar: see exx, in Winer, 
i. c. and Kypke, Obs. Vol. 1. p. 375. It 
will be best then, with Lachm., Butim., 
al. to place a comma after duds, and to 
regard unmws x. T. A. aS a Separate, ex- 
planatory clause. UAT wes— 
«kexotlakal] ‘lest haply I have (actu- 
ally ) labored in vain :’ ‘wh etiam indica- 
tivum adjunctum habet, ubi rem a nobis 
pro verd habert indicare volumus,’ Herm. 
Viger, No. 270; sce also Winer, Gr. § 
56. 2, p. 446, Klotz, Devar. Vol. 1. p. 
129, and notes on ch. ii. 2. Chrysost., 
not having appy. observed this idiom, 
has unduly pressed poBodua and uhrws, 
and implied nearly a contrary sense ; 
ovdérw, pnoiv, e&éBn 7d vavdyiov, GAN 
ett THY XEluava ToOdTO wdivovTa BA€Tw ; 
contrast Theod., peuynuévos wey tay 10- 
eis 
bas] ‘upon you ;’ not ‘in vobis,’ Vulg., 
Clarom., Arm., but ‘ propter vos,’ AEth., 
or more exactly, ‘72 vvs, emphatica lo- 
cutio,’ Beng. ; 
éxomlacev eis quads. The meaning of eis 
(‘looking towards,’ Donalds. Crat. § 
170) is thus not so much simply ethical, 
‘in reference to,’ and hence ‘for you’ 
(De W.),— this being more naturally 
expressed by a dat. commodi (Ecclus. 
xxiv. 34),—as ethically-local, ‘upon 
you,’ Auth.; comp. Bernhardy, Synt. 
v. 10, p. 217: the Apostle’s labor was 
directed ¢o the Galatians, actually 
reached them, and so had passed on to 
them. 

12, yiverde &s éyd] ‘Become as 
I am,’ affectionate appeal calling on 
them to treat their Apostle with reci- 


voy, Tov Se Kaproy odx dpar. 


compare Rom. xvi. 6, 


\ procity (see below), and reminding them 


of their former love and reverence for 
him, brit Keayd &s Speis] 
‘since I have become as ye are;’ dis- 


suasive from Judaism urged on the 
ground of his own dereliction of it; 
comp. 1 Cor. ix. 20, 21. The exact 
sentiment conveyed by these words has 
received several different explanations. 
Of these (a) that of the Greek expos- 
itors — ‘ I was once a zealot for Judaism, 
as ye now are’ (radta mpds Tovs ef “Iov- 
dalwy, Chrys.) — is open to the objection 
that funy (‘fui, nec amplius sum’) 
would have thus seemed almost a neces- 
sary insertion (Mey.); comp. Just. ad 
'Grac. 5 (Wetst.), yiverSe ds eyd, Srt 
Kiyo Hunv ws ducts. Again (6) that of 
Bengel, Fell, al., that it is only a scrip- 
tural mode of expressing warm affection 
(1 Kings xxii. 4), ¢ e. ‘love me as I 
love you,’ is certainly not in harmony 
with the use of yiveoSe, and still less 
with the context, where apprehension 
(poBodma: Suds) rather than Jove is what 
is at present uppermost in the Apostle’s 
thoughts. It seems best then, (c) with 
Fritz., De W., and most modern expos- 
itors, to regard the clause as urging a 
course of reciprocity on the part of the 
Galatians corresponding to that which 
had been pursued by the Apostle ; ‘ be-) 
come free from Judaism like me, for I, 
though a native Jew, have become (and 
am) a Gentile like you,’ ‘I am ois ay6- 
fats &s &vouos (1 Cor. ix. 21) now, though 
mepiaootépws (nrwrhs x. T. A. (ch. i. 14) 
then ;’ see Neand. Planting, Vol. 1. p. 
223 (Bohn), and Fritzsch. Opuse. p. 
232 sq., where the passage is fully dis- 
cussed, &SeApolt, Séopat 
5u@v] ‘brethren, I beseech you ;’ earnest 
entreaty (‘verba mepiraSj,’ Grot.) be- 
longing not to what follows, — though 
so taken by Chrys., al., and all the an- 
cient Vv., — but with what precedes, as 
the Sénois is in the first and not in the 
last portion. This passage is curious as 
one in which the best ancient, and the 
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best modern interpreters, are, as happens 
but very rarely, in direct opposition to 
each other. ovdéy me HOtKh- 
cartel ‘ye injured me in nothing ;’ al- 
lusion to their past behavior as a reason 
and motive why they should now accede 
to the entreaty just urged; ‘ye did not 
injure me formerly, do not injure me now 
by refusing to act as I beseech you to act.’ 
The connection is thus, as the parallel 
aorists 7dikhoare, etovSevqoate, étentv- 
gate, seem distinctly to suggest, very 
close with what follows, ver. 13 and 14 
(which really make up a single period) 
forming a sort of antithetical member 
(see below) to the present clause, and 
the aor. referring to the Apostle’s first 
visit. The usual interpretation 
‘there is nothing personal between us’ 
(SnA@y Ort od uloous ovde ExBpas Hy Ta 
cipnuéva, Chrys.) is both exegetically 
untenable (there was no @ySpa in what 
he had said but the reverse), and gram- 
matically precarious as implying in 
Hduxhoate either the force of a present 
or perfect. The interpr. reproduced by 
Rettig, Stud. uw. Krit. 1830, p. 109, ‘ye 
have not injured me, but Christ’ (¢ nihil 
me privatim lesistis,’ Grot.), implies an 
emphasis on we which does not seem to 
exist (ovdéy is surely the emphatic word), 
and equally tends to infringe on the force 
of the aorist. 

138. ofSare dé] ‘but ye know, 
‘scitis potius;’ opposition, not so much 
of clauses (this would be od — daad, 
compare Chrys.), as of the sentiments 
conveyed in the preceding clause and 
in the two verses which here follow: 
‘when I first came among you, and that 
under trying circumstances to you, far 
from wronging me, ye received me as 
an angel of God.’ 60 aod 
vetav THs gapKds] ‘on account of 


weakness of the flesh; %. e. on account 
of some sickness or bodily weakness, 
which caused the Apostle to stay longer 
with the Galatians than he had origi- 
nally intended, and of which we know 
nothing beyond the present allusion: 
see, as to lexical usage, Winer, Gr. § 
49. c, p. 356, Fritz. Rom. iii. 25, Vol. 
I. p. 197, and, as to the historical proba- 
bility, Wieseler, Chron. Apost. p. 30, 
and Conyb, and Hows. S¢. Paul, Vol. 1. 
p- 294 (ed. 1). Though, on the 
one hand, it may admitted, that the 
line of demarcation between 8:4 with 
the gen. and with the accus. is occasion- 
ally so faint that, in some few passages 
(esp. with persons), an interchange 
seems really to have taken place (see 
exx. in Steph. Thes. s. v., collected by 
Dindorf, and in Bretsch. Lez. s. v., — 
but except Heb. v. 13, Rev. iv. 11, and 
appy. Rev. xii. 11), still in the present 
case there seems nothing so irreconcila- 
ble with the context (Peile, Bagge), or 
so improbable in itself as to lead us to 
adopt either of the two only possible 
(?) alternatives, (a) an enallage of case 
(Ust., al.), or (6) a temporal use of did, 
scil. ‘during a period of sickness.’ 'To 
the first of these there is the great ob- 
jection that no certain instance has yet 
been adduced from the N. T., — neither 
John vi. 57 (see Liicke zm Joc.) nor 
Phil. i. 15 (see notes 7m Joc.) being exx. 
in point; and to (5) the equally valid 
objection that this species of temporal, 
or, more correctly speaking, local mean- 
ing, @. g. dia vinta, comp. ia wdvTov, did 
ordua, etc., is only found in poetry, and 
that rarely Attic; compare Bernhardy, 
Synt. v. 18, p. 236, Madvig, Gr. § 69, 
We seem bound then to maintain the 
simple meaning of the words, and to 
refer to our ignorance of the circum- 
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14, suév] So Lachm. and Tisch. (ed. 2) with AB(C? adds rbv)DIFG; 17. 89. 
67** ,... Vulg., Clarom., Copt.; Cyr., Hieron., Aug., Ambrst., Sedul. (Meyer, 
Bagge). Tischendorf (ed. 2) reads pov roy with D?EJK ; appy. great majority of 
mss,; Syr.-Phil. (appy. Syr., Goth.), Arm.; Chrys., Thdrt., Dam., Cicum. (Ree., 
Scholz, Fritz. om. pov, Alf.). Independently of the preponderance of external 
authority, the change from the easier to the more difficult reading seems so very 
probable, that, in spite of the internal objections of Fritz. (Opusec. p..245 sq.), we 
can here scarcely hesitate to adopt the reading, though not the punctuation (see 
note), of Lachmann. Mill (Append. p. 51) retracts his former opinion, and dis- 


tinctly advocates buav. 


stances (Green, Gr. p. 300) any diffi- 
culties the expression may appear to 
involve. 7d mpdrepoy may 
be translated cither ‘formerly’ (Deut. 
ii, 12, Josh, xi. 10, Joh. vi. 61, ix. 8), 
or ‘the first time’ (mpdrepoy, Heb. iv. 6, 
vii. 27). The latter is preferable; for, 
as Meyer observes, the words would be 
surperfluous if St. Paul had been only 
once. Still no historical conclusions can 
safely be drawn from this expression 
alone; see Wieseler, Chron. Apost. p. 
80, 277. 

14, rby wetpacmdy buady| ‘your 
temptation, scil. ‘your trial, which 
arose, or might reasonably have arisen, 
from the bodily infirmity on account of 
which I ministered among you;’ éy rH 
gapx{ gov coalescing with, and forming 
an explanatory addition to the otherwise 
seemingly ambiguous rdy meipacu. Sudy ; 
comp. 2 Cor. x. 10, 4 8& mapovela tod 
oduatos, dovevhs, Kal 5 Adyos eEouSevn- 
pevos, and see Mill (Append. to N. T.), 
p. 51. The objection to this interpreta- 
tion, founded on the absence of the art. 
before éy rH capt wou (Riick.), is here 
not valid, as meipd(env &y tut (compare 
Ecclus. xxvii. 5) is appy. an admissible 
construction ; see Winer, Gr. § 20. 2, p. 
123, and notes on Eph.i.15. Lachmann 
places a period after od, and connects 
Tov metpaou. ju. with ver. 13; but this 
does very little to remove the difficulty 


in the former part of this verse, and 
makes the latter part intolerably harsh 
and abrupt. éfemtvucute| 


‘loathed,’ ‘respuistis,’ Vulg., Clarom., 
ia . . . 
eo = [abominati estis] Syr.: ‘ plus est 


exmrvew Quam éfouseveiv, hoc enim con- 
temptum, illud et abominationem sig- 
nificat,’ Grot.; see Kypke, Odserv. Vol. 
11. p. 280. Of the compounds of rrdw, 
those with év and é« are only used in the 
natural, and not, as katamr., Siatt., 
&romr., in the metaphorical sense; see 
Lobeck, Phryn. p. 15 sq. Probably, as 
Fritz. suggests, éexmr. was here used 
rather than the more common dort. by 
a kind of alliteration after ét ovdevhaare, 
‘non veprobastis aut respuistis,’ more esp. 
as a repetition of the same prep. in com- 
position appears to be an _ occasional 
characteristic of the Apostle’s style; 
compare Rom. ii. 17, xi. 7. De Wette 
feels a difficulty in éfouvS. and éferr. be- 
ing applied to meipacuds on the part of 
the Galatians. Yet surely, whether 
referred to St. Paul or to the Galat., 
the expression is equally elliptical, and 
must in either case imply despising that 
which formed or suggested the metpacuds. 
o®s Xprttdy ‘Incodyr] “yea) as 
Christ Jesus ;’ climactic, denoting the 
deep affection and veneration with 
which he was received; comp. 2 Cor. 
v. 20; the Galatians received the Apos- 
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tle not only as an angel, but as One 
higher and more glorious (Heb. i. 4), 


even as Him who was the Lord of 
angels, 
16. ris odtv) ‘Of what kind then,’ 


scil. jv [inserted in DEK(yFG): mss. ; 
Chrys.]; ‘qualis (not quanta), h. e. 
quam levis, quam inconstans, tgétur 
erat, Fritz.; sorrowful enquiry, expres- 
sive of the Apostle’s real estimate of the 
nature of their warapiouds ; ofxeTat, amd- 
AeTo: KaA@s ovK aropyvduevos, GAAQ BV 
epwrhcews évdeiEduevos, Theod. Mops. 
If zo be adopted, for which there is 
greater external authority [ABCFG; 
6 mss.; Boern., Syr. Vulg., Copt., Arm. 
al.; Dam., Hier. al.], but which seems 
to bear every appearance of having been 
a correction (7d ris dv7) rod mod réSeckev, 
Theod.), then éorly must be supplied, 
and of taken in its ‘vis collectiva,’ 
whereas in the present case, what has 
been called the vis reflexiva (‘takes up 
what has been said and continues it,’ 
Donalds. Crat, § 192) is more apparent; 
see Klotz, Devar. Vol. u. p. 719, and 
notes on Phil. ii. 1. Makapto- 
pés tay) ‘the boasting of your 
blessedness,’ ‘beatitatis vestre preedica- 
tio, Beza; the Galatians themselves 
heing obviously both the pakapl(ovres 
(not St. Paul and others, Gicum., comp. 
Theoph.) and the paxapi(duevor: see 
Rom. iv. 6 (where Adyer toy paraproudy 
== paxapiCer), and compare Fritz. in Joc. 
The word is occasionally found in ear- 
lier writers (e. g. Plato, Rep. 1x. 59 pd, 
Azistot. Rhet. 1. 9. 4) and is of common 
occurrence in the Greek liturgies; see 
Suicer, Thesaur. 8. v. Vol. 1. p. 290 sq. 
trovs bp8aApovs tuadv) ‘your 
eyes,’ ‘oculos vestros,’ Vulg., Clarom. ; 
not ‘ your own eyes,’ Auth. (robs idlovs 
épSaAuods), as the article and pronoun 
ate found in the N. T. constantly asso- 
ciated with 669., where no emphasis is 


intended; compare Joh. iv. 35, and see 
the numerous exx. in Bruder, Concord, 
8. v. p. 667. All inferences then from 
this passage that the doSévem of the 
Apostle was a disease of the eyes, are 
in the highest degree precarious ; see 
Alf. in loc. etopvtiavres|] 
‘having plucked out,’ ‘eruissetis et de- 
dissetis,’ Vulg., Clarom. ; participle ex- 
pressive of an act ¢mmediately prior to, 
and all but synchronous with that of 
the finite verb; comp. Hermann, Véger, 
No. 224. That the verb étopirreyw 
(‘usgraban,’ Goth.) is a ‘verbum so- 
lemne’ (Mey.) for the extirpation of 
the eye (1 Sam. xi. 2, Herod. vim. 116, 
etc.) may perhaps be doubted, as éxxdr- 
Tet 6pSadpov is used in cases apparently 
similar (Judges xvi. 21, comp. Lucian, 
Toxaris, 40), though more generally 
applicable to the simple destruction of 
the organ; see Demosth. 247. 11, Aris- 
toph. Nub. 24 (Aid), Plutarch, Lycurg. 
11 (Baxrnpla). The Greek vocabulary 
on this subject is very varied; see the 
numerous synonymes in Steph. Thes. 
8. V. dpgaduds. €ddnkaTe| ‘ye 
would have given,’ the &y [Rec. with 
D°EJK; mss.) being rightly omitted 
with great preponderating evidence [AB 
CDIFG; 2 mss.]; comp. John xv. 22, 
xix, 11. This omission of the particle 
has a ‘rhetorical’ force (Herm),, and 
differs from the past tense with dy, as 
marking more definitely the certainty 
that the event mentioned in the apodo- 
sis would have taken place, if the re- 
striction expressed or implied in the 
protasis had not existed; see Herm. de 
Partic. tv, p. 68 sq., Schmalfeld, Syne. 
§ 79, p. 185, Whether this distinction 
can always be maintained in the N. T. 
is perhaps doubtful, as the tendency to 
omit &y in the apodosis (especially with 
the imperf.) is certainly a distinct fea- 
ture of later Greek; see Winer, Gr. § 
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Your false teachers only 
court you for selfish ends: 


7 Znrovow 


bas ov Kad@S, GAA 


and ye are fickle. Would that I were with you, and could alter my tone. 


42,2, p. 278, and comp. Ellendt, Lew. 
Soph. s. v. x. 1, Vol. 1. p. 126. 

16. éc07re] ‘So then?’ ‘Ergo?’ 
Vulg., Clarom., consequence (expressed 
interrogatively) from the present state 
of things as contrasted with the past, — 
‘so then, as things now stand, am I 
become your enemy?’ otx ipets éore 
of meptémovtes Kal Sepamevoyres, kal TOV 
bpSaruav TiyudTepoy wyovTes; Tl Tol- 
vuv yéyove; mosey n exXpa, Chrys. 
The consecutive force of éa7e is more 
strongly pressed by Meyer, who accord- 
ingly connects the particle with the 
interrogation tis ody pakap., of which 
it is to be conceived as expressing ihe 
special consequence, ‘is it in consequence 
of the unstable nature of your uarap., 
that,’ etc., — but this seems to involve 
the necessity of regarding paptup@ yap 
k. T. A. as parenthetical, and seems less 
in accordance with the context than the 
general and more abrupt reference to 
present circumstances; see De Wette 


in loc. The use of éore with in- 
terrog. sentences is briefly noticed by 


Klotz, Devar. Vol. 11. p. 776. 

exspbs budv yéyoval] ‘am I be- 

come your enemy,’ t. e. ‘hostile to you,’ 
o oOo” an 


Las psoldominus inimicitic] Syr. 
(both), ‘ inimicus vobis,’ Vulg , Clarom., 
‘fijands’ [Feind], Goth., Copt., &th., 
Arm.,—nearly all regarding éySpds as 
used substantively, and appy. actively, as 
in most of the languages above cited there 
are forms which would have distinctly 
conveyed the passive meaning. This 
latter meaning is adopted by Mey., Alf, 
al. and is not only grammatically ad- 
missible (xpos, as the gen. shows, act- 
ing here as a cubstantive), but even 


. Chronol. p. 277. 


contextually plausible, as the opposition 
between the former love of the Galatians 
and their present aversion would thus 
seem more fully displayed. Still as the 
active meaning yields a good sense, and 
is adopted by most of the ancient Vv., 
and as there is also some ground for 
believing that 6 éxSpds &vSpwmos (Clem. 
Recogn. 1. 70, 71, ‘ille inimicus homo’) 
was actually a name by which the Ju- 
daists designated the Apostle, the active 
meaning is to be preferred; see Hilgenf. 
Clem. Recogn., p. 78, note, Wieseler, 
&Ansetwr| 
‘by speaking the truth,’ scil. ‘because I 
speak the truth ;’ ovd« ofa aAAhy aitiay, 
Chrys. To what period does the par- 
ticiple refer? Certainly not (a) to the 
present Epistle, as the Apostle could 
not now know what the effect would 
be (Schott); nor (4) to the jirsé visit, 
when the state of feeling (ver, 15) was 
so very different, but (c) to the second 
(Acts xviii. 23), when Judaism had 
probably made rapid advances; see 
Wieseler, Chronol. p. 277. No objec- 
tion can be urged against this from the 
use of the present (imperf.) participle, 
as the action was still lasting; see 
Winer, Gr. § 45. 1, p. 304, Schmalreld, 
Synt. § 202, p. 406. 

17. (nAodaorv dp] ‘they are pay- 
ing you court,’ scil, they are showing 
an anxious zeal in winning you over 
to their own party and opinions; con- 
trast between the honest truthfulness of 
the Apostle towards his converts, and 
the interested and self-secking court 
paid to them by the Judaizing teachers. 
For an example of a similar use of 
(nadody (‘sich eifrig um Jem, kiimmera, 
Rost. u. Palm, Lew. s. v.),— here 
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exkrNeioas opas Yérovow, iva avTous &nrovre. 
neither exclusively in its better sense which it may be thought to refer. ‘he 


(2 Cor. xi. 2) nor yet in its worse 
(Acts vii. 9; compare Chrys.), but 
in the neutral meaning of ‘paying 
court to’ (‘studiose -ambire,’ Fritz.), 
—see Plut. viz. 762 (cited by Fritz.), 
tmd xpelas Td mpOtov Erovrat kal (ndrod- 
ow, totepov dé Kal didodaw. 

GAAS kK. T. A.] ‘nay, 
they desire to exclude you; they not 
merely follow the positive and less dis- 
honorable course of including you 
among themselves [Syr. reads éyka., 
but appy. only from mistake] but the 
baser and more negative one of exclud- 


éexkkActoat 


. ing you from others to make you thus 


court them. The omission of a gen. 
after éxxa. (see Kypke, Obs. mu. 181) 
makes it difficult to determine the ob- 
jects from which the false teachers 
sought to exclude those whom they 
affected, and has caused the ellipsis to 
be supplied in various ways; e. g. 7Hs 
tedelas yvdoews (Chrys.), ‘a Christo et 
fiducid ejus’ (Luther), ‘ab aliis omni- 
bus’ (Schott), ‘e circulis suis,’ z. e. ‘by 
affecting exclusiveness to make you 
court them’ (Koppe, comp. Brown), — 
the last ingenious, but all more er less 
arbitrary. The only clue afforded by 
the context is the position of airobs, 
which suggests a marked personal an- 
tithesis, and the use of éx«Acioat, Which 
seems more naturally to refer to num- 
bers or a community (Mey.) than to 
anything abstract or individual. 

Combining these two observations, we 
may perhaps with probability extend 
the reference from St. Paul (ed. 1, 
Fritz.) to that of the sounder portion of 
the Church with which he in thought 
associates himself, and from which he 
reverts back again to himself in ver, 18. 
The moment of thought, however, rests 


really on the vers, not on the objects to 
14 


Galatians were courted, and that od 
kad@s, in every way; direct proselytiz- 
ing on the part of these teachers (if 
they had been sincere in their convic- 
tions) might have worn a semblance of 
being kaddy; their course, however, was 
rather (&AAd) indirect, it was to isolate 
their victims, that in their isolation they 
might be forced to affect those who thus | 
dishonestly affected them. *AAAd thus 
preserves its proper force, and becomes 
practically corrective ; see Klotz, Devur. 
Vol. u. p. 2, 38, Hartung, Partik. Vol. 
1. p. 35. The reading juas which 
has still some few defenders (Scholef. 
Hints, p. 96, comp. De W.) appears to 
have been a conjecture of Beza. Though 
said to have been since found in a few 
mss., the assertion of Scholz, ‘ judas e 
codd. recent. fere omnibus’ is a com- 
plete mis-statement. (naAodre] 
‘in order that ye may zealously affect 
them ;’ purpose of the (nAovotv od Karas, 
tva not being adverbial (‘ubi, quo in 
statu,’ Fritz., Mey.), but the simple 
conjunction, here as also in 1 Cor. iv. 6, 
associated with the indic., per solacis- 
mum; see Winer, Gr, § 41. 5. p. 259, 
and Green, Gr. p. 73, who calls atten- 
tion to the fact that both solcecisms ap- 
pear in a contracted verb, where they 
might certainly have more easily oc- 
curred, Hilgenfeld cites as a parallel 
Clem. Hom. x1. 16 (read 6), va imijpxer, 
but the preceding clause, ei SéAcTe abrov 
mothoat, seems, structurally considered, 
in effect equivalent to ef émolyoev, and 
imijpxev only the imperf. ‘in re irritd 
vel infectd,’-- a usage appy. not fa- 
miliar to this expositor (see p. 131, and 
comp. notes on ch, ii. 2), but perfectly 
regular and idiomatic; see Madvig, 
Synt. § 181, Schmalteld, Synt. § 143, p. 
294, It may be remarked that the 
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MSS. and mss. (219** [(mAGre], only ex- 
cepted) are unanimous in the indic., and 
that all the ancient Vv. appear to have 
regarded fva as a conjunction. 

18. nkardyv 8 Td CnAovodat 
k. 7. A.] ‘But it is good to be courted in 
a good way at all times ;’ contrasted 
statement of what it is to be courted in 
a good and lasting manner. There is 
some little obscurity in this verse owing 
to the studied and characteristic mapovo- 
paola (compare Winer, Gr. § 68. 1, p. 
560) which marks the terms in which 
it is expressed. As the explanations of 
the verse are somewhat varied, we may 
perhaps advantageously premise the fol- 
lowing limitations: — (1) All interpre- 
tations which do not preserve one uni- 
form meaning of (jAdw in both verses 
(e.g. Riick., and even De W. and Fritz.) 
may be rejected: from which it would 
seem to follow that évy kaA@ does not 
point to the sphere of the (nAodcSa, in 
the sense of the virtues which called 
out the feeling (ém) ti reAesdtyT1, The- 
oph., compare De W.), — as this would 
practically cause (jAody to pass from its 
neutral. meaning ‘ambire,’ to the more 
restricted ‘admirari,’— but is to be 
regarded as simply adverbial (compare 
Bernhardy, Synt. v. 8. b, p. 211), and 
perhaps as varied only from the preced- 
ing «adds to harmonize structurally 
with the following év 7G mapeiva. (2) 
¢nAotaSat must be regarded as pass, 
(comp. Syr.), not as a middle, equiv. in 
sense to active. (Vulg., Clarom., Goth.), 
as no evidence of such a use of (nrodc Sa 
has yet been found, (8) The object of 
(ndoticda must be the Galatians, as in 
yer. 17, and not (Ust.) St, Paul. (4) 
évy +@ wape?yvas is not to be trans- 
lated prospectively (Peile), but must 
mean simply ¢ when I am with you.’ 


Thus narrowed, then, the meaning 
would seem to be, ‘But it is a good 
thing to be courted, —to be the object 
of GjAos, in an honest way (as you are 
by me, though not by them) a¢ all times, 
and not merely just when I happen to 
be with you.’ Thus (ndrotoSa ev Karg 
forms, as it were, a compound idea = 
(ndotdaSa kadds (Peile), and is in strict 
antithesis to the act. (nA. od xaAd@s in 
the preceding verse; see Wieseler,’ 
Chron. Apost. p. 278. 


> 


wTpods 
the primary idea 
of direction is frequently lost sight of, 
especially with persons; -ompare John 
i. 1, 1 Thess. iii. 4, 2 Thess. ii. 5,° and 
see notes on ch, i. 18. 

19. rexvila pov] ‘my little chil- 
dren ;’ appropriate introduction to the 
tender and affectionate address which 
follows. Usteri, Scholz, Lachmann, and 
other expositors and editors connect 
these two words with ver. 18, putting 
a comma only after suas. By such a 
punctuation (suggested probably by a 
difficulty felt in the idiomatic 6é, ver. 
20) the whole effect of the present ad- 
dress is lost, and the calm and semi- 
proverbial comment of ver. 18, to which 
it now forms such a sudden and tender 
contrast, weakened by the addition of 
an incongruous appeal. 


buas] ‘with you; 


The appro- 
priate and affectionate rexvia (only here 
in St. Paul, but often in St. John) is 
changed by Lachm. into réxva [only 
with BFG], but rightly retained by the 
majority of recent editors, 

@Sdivw] ‘I am in travail; not ‘in 
utero gesto’ (Heinsius, Exerc, p. 424, 
compare Alf,),—a meaning for which 
there is no satisfactory authcrity in the 
N. T. or the LXX, but simply «partu- 


rio” Vulg. Clarom., \imaS> [sum 
WS 
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® isedov be mapeivar Tpos bas 


apts Kat addaEau Ti povny pov, OTe arropodpmar év viv. 


parturiens] Syr., with the idea, not so 
much of the pain, as of the long ane and 


continuous effort of travail ;- 
in . Loesner, r, Obs. p. : 333, ‘and observe the 
tender touch in the mdauw, scil. Sorte TOY 
Todalwy wdivwy d&yaryeiv eis uvhunv. The 
use of &divw in eccl. writers is illustrated 
by Suicer, Thes. 1. p. 1595. 
&xpis oF popdow&H] ‘until Christ 
be formed,’ ‘until the new man, Christ 
‘in us (ch. ii. 20, compare Eph. iii. 17) 
receive, as I doubt not he will (& per- 
haps designedly omitted; sce iii, 19, 
and Herm. de Partic. ay, p. 40), his 
completed and proper form ;’ the obvious 
meaning of this word (étexoviCecdat, 
elSomoeioSot, see Heinsius, Exerc. p. 
424) seeming to show that the metaphor 
is continued, though in a changed ap- 
plication. The doctrinal meaning of 
pop®. is alluded to by Ust. Lefrd. u. 1, 
3, p. 225 sq., but see esp. Waterland, 
on Regen. Vol. 1v. 445, who satisfac- 
torily shows that this passage cannot be 
urged in favor of a second regeneration. 
On the meaning of &yxpx and its distinc- 
tion fiom wexpi, see notes on 2 Tim. ii. 9. 
20. #SerAov 5e] ‘LI could indeed 
wish ;’ imperf. without &y ; comp. Rom. 
ix. 3, Acts xxv. 22. In all such cases 
the simple imperf., which here appears 
in the true distinctive character of the 
tense (Bernh. Synt. x. 8, 373), must 
be referred to a suppressed conditional 
clause, vellem sc. si possem, si liceret 
(Fritz. Rom. 1x, 3, Vol. 11. p. 245), but 
must be distinguished from the imperf. 
with ay, which involves a thought (¢ but 
I will not’) which is here not intended ; 
see Herm. de Partic. ty, p. 56, Winer, 
Gr. § 41. 2, p. 253. The distinction 
drawn by Schémann (Jseus x. 1, p. 
435, cited by Win.) between #SeAoy or 
eBovaduny with ay (‘significat volunta- 


see exx. 


tem a conditione suspensam sc. vellem, 
st liceret’) and without &y («vere nos 
illud voluisse, etiam si omittenda fueret 
voluntas, scilicet, quod frustra nos velle 
cognovimus,’ — in such cases often with 
a preparatory péy) is subtle, but appy. 
of limited application, even in earlier 
Greek; in later Greek it is still more 
precarious; see notes on ver. 15. The 
omission of &y in cases of ‘objective 
necessity’ is well treated by Stallbaum 
on Plato, Sympos. 190 c, p. 130. 

5é has caused some difficulty to be felt 
in this connection. Scholef. (Hints, p. 
77) proposes to regard 5¢ as redundant; 
Hilgenfeld commences with #SeAov 5 a 
new clause, leaving ver. 20 an unfin- 
ished address. This is not necessary; 
the present use of 8 is analogous to 
its use with personal pronouns after 
vocatives or in answers (Bernhardy, 
Synt. 1. 5, p. 73, Pors. Orest. 614), the 
principle of explanation being the same, 
‘adseveratio non sine oppositione ;’ see 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. u. p. 365 sq. This 
‘opposition’ Meyer traces in the tacit 
contrast between the subject of his wish, 
to be present with them, and his actual 
absence and separation. &prsl 
‘now ;’ see notes on ch. i. 9. 

GAAdEat THY dwvhy pov] ‘to 
change my voice,’ scil. to a milder, 
not necessarily to a more mournful 
(Chrys.), still less to a more severe tone 
(Michael.), which would be wholly at 
variance with the preceding affectionate 
address. There docs not, however, ap- 
pear any historical allusion to the tone 
which the Apostle used at his last 
visit (Wieseler, Chron, Apost. p. 280, 
note), but only to the severity of tone 
adopted gencrally in this epistle. The 
peculiar meanings of aAAdta adopted 
by Theodoret (tav wey thy éxtporhp 


108 


Ye understand not the 
deeper meanings of the 
law, as the allegory of 


GALATIANS. 


Cuap. IV. 21, 22. 


A /- 9 
1 Aéyeré pot, of v1rd voor Yédovtes elvat, 
A / Ni e 
TOV Vomov ovK aKkoveTe; ™ YéypaTTTaL yap OTL 


fi 4 e Y ef 5 a , 
serene irtheeahiy, ASpaap vo vious éxxev, Eva ex THS TALOlLaKns 


one typical of the earthly, 


the other of the heavenly Jerusalem, will fully prove. 


Spnvaca tay 5 7d BéBaov Savudou; 
comp. also Theod. Mops.), Greg. Nyss. 
(méAAwY petaTidévar Thy ioroplay eis Tpo- 
muchy Sewpiay), Grotius (‘modo asperius 
modo lenius loqui’), Whitby (‘temper 
my voice’), al., — seem all artificial, and 
are certainly not confirmed by the two 
exx. cited by Wetst., viz. Artemidor. 11. 
20, Dio Chrys. 59, p. 575, in both of 
which there are qualifications, which 
render the meaning more apparent. 

The change of tense mapeiva, adAAdtat, 
must not be overpressed (Peile), such a 
change being only due to the essential 
difference of meaning between the two 
verbs, and even in the case of other 
verbs being far from common; see Jelf, 
Gr. § 401. 5, Winer, Gr. § 40. 2, p. 238. 
&mopodmat| ‘I am perplexed, Arm., 


Ll Obado y {obstupesco] Syr., dzop. 
being a pass. in a deponent sense; com- 
pare John xiii. 22, Acts xxv. 20, 2 Cor. 
iv. 8. Fritz. (Opuse. p. 257) still adopts 
the pure pass. sense, ‘nam in vestro 
ceetu de me trepidatur, z. e. sum vobis 
suspectus’ (comp. Vulg., Clarom., ‘ con- 
fundor’), but this is at variance with 
the regular use of the verb in the N. T., 
and ill harmonizes with the wish which 


, the Apostle has just expressed. He feels 
| perplexed as to how he shall bring back 


the Galatians to the true faith; by dAn- 
Sedwv he had called out their aversion, 
perhaps a change of tone might work 
some good. év duty] ‘in you,’ 
scil. ‘about you ;’ ev, as usual, marking 
as it were the sphere in which, or 
substratum on which the action takes 
place; see Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 345, 
and comp. 2 Cor. vii. 16, Sapfa ev Surv. 
Other constructions of amop, are found 


in the N. T., e. g. with wept, John xiii. 
22, and with eis, Acts xxv. 20. 

21. Aéyeré woe x. 7-A.] Ilustra- 
tion of the real difference between the 
law and the promise as typified in the 
history of the two sons of Abraham; 
SéaAovres] 
not without 
emphasis and significance; ob yap tis 


see notes on ver. 24. 
‘are willing, desirous ;’ 


TeV TpayudTwy aKodovsias, GAAG Ths 
éxelvev exalpov pidroverkias 7d mpaypa Fy. 
tov vépmov ovn a&x.| ‘do ye not 
hear the law ;’ ‘do ye not give ear to 
what it really says.’ Various shades of 
meaning have been given to this verb. 
Usteri and Meyer retain the simplest 
meaning with ref. to the custom of 
reading in the synagogues (Luke iv. 
16),— an interp. to a certain degree 
countenanced by the ancient gloss dva- 
ywoéonere [DEFG; 3 mss.; Vulg., 
Clarom., al.]. As however (1) it is 
fairly probable that the Jaw was not as 
commonly read in Christian communi- 
ties as in the Jewish [Justin Mart. 
Apoil. 1. p. 83, only mentions 7d arouvn- 
Kovetuata Tay amrooTbAwy, 7) TA CUyypapu- 
pata Tay mpopytay; but this must not 
be pressed, as the earliest congregations, 
probably to some extent, adopted the 
practice of the synagogue; see Bing- 
ham, Antig. xi. 4], and (2) as of Sé- 
Aovtes refers rather to persons Judaically 
inclined than to confirmed Judaists, the 
meaning ‘ give ear to’ (scarcely so much 
as ‘attento animo percipere,’ Schott), 
seems most suitable in the present case ; 
comp. Matth. x. 14, Luke xvi. 29, 31. 
22. yéypamtat yap} ‘For tt ts 
written ;’ explanatory proof from the 
law of the justice of the negation in- 
volved in the foregoing question. The 


ee 
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Nad ot 3 aA ae € x 
Kal eva ex Ths édevSépas. ™ ara 6 wev ex THs tadicKns 
x 4 a \ a a a 
kata capKka yeyevyntat, 6 dé &x Tis édXevSépas, Sid THs erayye- 
I 24 oe ’ a 
dias. “ atid éoTW adrdnyopovpevar adrar yap eiow Sv0 Sia9i- 


particle yap las here the mixed argu- 
mentative and explicative force in which 
it is so often found in, these Epp., and 
approaches somewhat in meaning to the 
more definite profecto; see Hartung, 
Partik. ydp, 2. 2, Vol. 1 p. 464 sq., 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. u. p. 234 sq., and 
comp. Hand, Tursell. Vol. 11. p. 376. 
The Apostle explains by the citation the 
meaning of his question, while at the 
same time he slightly proves the justice 
of putting it; see notes on 1 Thess. 


Ato: THs watdiokns| ‘the 


( bond-maid ;’ the well-known one, Ha- 


gar. The word, though here, is not 
always so restricted ; see Lobeck, Phryn. 
p- 239. 

23. AAAG] ‘Howbert.” The full force 
of this particle may be felt in the state- 
ment of the complete opposition of 
character and nature between the two 
sons, which it introduces; ‘Abraham 
had two sons; though sprung from a 
common father, they were notwithstand- 
ing of essentially different characters.’ 
On the force of this particle, see the 
good article by Klotz, Devar. Vol. u. 
p- 1 sq. Kkat& odpkKa| ‘ac- 
cording to the flesh,’ scil. ‘after the reg- 


ular course of nature,’ Bloomf. xard 


gtaews akodrovsiay, Chrys.; not per- 
haps without some idea of imperfection, 
weakness, etc., and, as the next clause 
seems to hint, some degree of latent op- 
position to mvedua; see Miller, Doctr. 
of Sin, Vol. 1. p. 355 (Clark), Tholuck, 
Stud. u. Krit. for 1855, p. 487, and 
comp. notes on ch. iii. 3. 51a 
rips éwmayyedrtas] ‘by means of, by 
virtue of (Hamm.) the promise,’ not 
“under the promise’ (Peile); the prep. 
here marking not merely the ‘ condition,’ 
‘circumstances’ (87 dmopovjs, Rom. viii. 


25), but, as Usteri justly remarks, de- 
noting the causa medians of the birth 
of Isaac. 
virtue of the promise (see Gen. xviii. 


10), Sarah conceived Isaac, even as the | 
virgin conceived our Lord through the | 
divine influence imparted at the Annun- | 


ciation; see Chrys. iz loc., who, how- 
ever, reads kar’ émaryyeAlav. 

24. &rival ‘All which things viewed 
in their most general light;’ (Col. ii. 
23, Grid €ott Adyov wev Zxovta. It is 
very doubtful whether Usteri is correct 
in maintaining that &rivd is here simply 
equivalent to g The difference between 
bs and gots may not be always very 
distinctly marked in the N. T., but 
there are certainly grounds for asserting 
that in very many of the cases where 
doris appears used for bs it will be found 
to be used either,—(1) Indefinitely ; 
z. e. where the antecedent is more or less 
indefinite, either (a) in its own nature, 
from involving some general notion 
(Pape, Lex. s. v. doris, 2), or (b) from 
the way the subject is presented to the 
reader; e. g. Phil. i. 28 (where the subj. 
is really a portion of a sentence) Col. 
ii. 28, al.; in such cases the relative 
frequently agrees with the consequent, 
see exx. in Winer, Gr. § 24. 3, p. 150. 
The present passage appears to fall un- 
der this head, as the subject is not 
merely the facts of the birth of the two 
sons, but all the circumstances viewed 
generally : — (2) Classifically, i.e. where 
the subject is represented as one of a 
class or category; e.g. ch, ii, 4, 1 Cor. 
iii. 17 (see Mey. in doc.) ; comp. Matth. 
Gr. § 483, Jelf, Gr. § 816. 4:—(3) 
Explicatively, e. g. Eph. i. 28 (see Har- 
less tm Joc.); not merely in a causal 
sense, as is commonly asserted; see 


Through the might and by | 
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A ’ / a ee > \ 
Kat, pia pev ao dpous Yw4a, eis dovrciay yevvoca, Hts eoTw 


Ellendt, Lex. Soph. s. v. 3, Vol. 1. p. 
885, comp. Herm. Gd, Rex. 688 : — or 
lastly (4) Differentially, i.e. where it 
denotes an attribute which essentially 
belongs to the nature of the antecedent ; 
see Jelf, Gr. § 816. 5, Kriiger, Sprachl, 
§ 51. 8. 1 sq. Great difference of 
opinion, however, still exists among 
scholars upon this subject. After the 
instances cited by Struve (who has said 
all that can be said in favor of an occa- 
sional equivalence), Quest. Herod. 1. p. 
2 sq., it seems best to adopt the opinion 
of Ellendt, 7. c., that though the equiv- 
alence of gc7is and és has been far too 
generally applied, there are still a few 
instances even in classical Greek. In 
later Greek this permutation took place 
more often, see Rost. u. Palm, Lez. s. v. 
mu. Bb. 2, Vol. 1. p. 547; still it must 
never be admitted unless none of the 
above distinctions can fairly be applied. 

éotiv &drAAnyopovmerval ‘are alle- 
gorized,’ ‘are allegorical,’ ‘by the which 
things another is meant,’ Genev. Transl., 
érépws pev Acyoueva, érépws 5€ voovmeva, 
Schol. ap. Matth.; &aanyoptay exddrece 
Thy ék mapadecews TaV Hdn yeyovdrwy 
mpos Ta mapdvra atyxpiow, Theod. Mops. 
As the simple meaning of the word in 
this passage has been somewhat obscured 
by exegetical glosses, it may be observed 
the aAdAnyopety properly means to ‘ex- 
press or explain one thing under the 
image of another’ (comp. Plutarch, de 
Isid. et Osir, § 32, p. 363. “EAAnves 
Kpdvov &ddnyopoto: tov xpdvov), and 
hence in the pass., ‘to be so expressed or 
explained ;’ comp. Clem. Alex. Strom. 
v. 11, p. 687, ddAnyopetaSal tive ee Tov 
bvoudrwy Sowrepov, ib, Protrept. 11, p. 
86, dpis GAANYopeiTaL Hdov) em yarrépa 
éprovca; Porphyr. Vit, Pythag. p. 185 
(Cantabr. 1655), where GAANYVopetoSau 
is in antithesis to Kowodoyeiasat; see 
exx. Wetst. in Joc., and in Kypke, Obs. 


Vol. u. p. 282. The explanation of 
Chrys, is thus perfectly clear and satis- 
factory; od trodTo 5é pdvoy (H iaropia) 
mpodnror Sep gaiverat, GAAG Kal BAAG 
Twa avayopeve. The remarks made 
above, ch. iii. 16, apply here with equal 
force to the late attempts of several 
modern expositors (e. g. Meyer, De 
Wette, Jowett) to represent this as a 
subjective, 7. e. to speak plainly, —an 
erroneous interpretation of St. Paul 
arising from his Rabbinical education. 
It would be well for such writers to re- 
member that St. Paul is here declaring, 
under the influence of the Holy Spirit, 
that the passage he has cited has a sec- 
ond and a deeper meaning than it ap- 
pears to have: that it has that meaning, 
then, is a positive, objective, and indis- 
putable truth; see Olshausen’s note in 
doc., Hofmann, Schrift. Vol. 11. 2, p. 
59, and the sound remarks of Waterland 
(Pref. to Script. Vol. rv. p. 159) on the 
general nature of an allegory. 

aitai] ‘these women; tev madtwv 
exelvov ai pntépes 7) Zappa Kal )”Ayap, 
Chrys. The insertion of the art. before 
dv0 (Rec. ) is opposed to the authority of 
all the uncial MSS., and is rejected by 
nearly all modern editors. pla 
mév «7. A.) Sone indeed from Mount 
Sinai,’ scil. originating from, taking its 
rise from, é&é, with its usual force, 
marking the place or centre (Alf.) 
whence the d:a94en emanated ; compare 
Kariiger, Sprachi. § 68. 16. 5. The pey 
has here no strictly correlative 8é, as 
that in ver. 26 refers to r7 viv ‘Iepous. 
in the verse immediately preceding; 
comp. Winer, Gr. § 63. 2. e, p. 507. 
eis SovrAclav yevvacal ‘bearing 
children unto bondage,’ i. e. to pass un- 
der and to inherit the lot of bondage ; 
dovAn jv [Ayap] Kad eis SovrAclay éyévva, 
Theoph. hris €otily “Avap] 
‘and this is Hagar.’ The use of éoris 
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"Ayap. * 7d yap “Ayap wi spos ot ev TH " ApaBia: 


25. 7d yap ”Ayap Sw dpos] The reading adopted by Lachm. viz. 7d yap Suwa with 
CFG; 17; Boern., Vulg., Ath., Arm.; Cyr., Epiph., Dam.; Orig. (interpr. ) 
Hieron., al. (Ust., De W., Griesb. «forsitan ;’ see Hofm. Schriftb. Vol. 1. 2. p- 62) 
is plausible and gives a very satisfactory sense. Still Tisch. ed. 2 (see Mill, Mey., 
Scholz,) appears to have rightly returned to the Text. Rec., as the juxtaposition of 
yap and “Ayap would render (on paradiplomatic considerations, Pref. p. xvi.) the 
omission of the latter word very probable. The conversion of the former into 8& 
[ Tisch. ed. 1 with ADE; 37. 73. 80, Copt. (Wilk., not Bott.), Cyr. 1.] was per- 


haps suggested by the pév in ver. 24. 


here seems to fall under (4): it is this 
covenant peculiarly, this one of which 
the differentia is, that it originates from 
Sinai, which is allegorically identical 
with Hagar; see above, and esp. Jelf, 
Gr. § 816. 4. 

25.7 yap “Ayap k.7.A.| ‘For 
the word Hagar is Mount Sinai in Ara- 
bia,’ t.e. among the Arabians; 7d 5é 
Ziwa pos ofrw medepunvevdera TH ém- 
xwpiy aditav yAdttn, Chrys.: etymolog- 
ical reason, added almost parenthetically, 
for the foregoing statement of the alle- 
gorical identity of Mount Sinai and 
Hagar, 7) not agreeing with “Ayap but 
referring to it in its abstract form (Jelf, 
Gr. § 457.1), and éy TH ‘ApaBiq not 
supplying a mere topographical state- 
ment (comp. Syr., Copt.), but serving 
to define the people by whom Sinai was 
so called; tov70 rH Tay ApdBwv yAooon 
“Ayap kadeirat, Schol. ap. Matth. 

It is thus obvious that this interpreta- 
tion presupposes that “Ayap was a pro- 
vincial name of the mountain. Nor 
does this seem at all improbable, though 
we are bound to say that the corrobora- 
tive evidence from the modern appella- 
tions of the mountain, is less strong 
than the appeals to it (Bloomf. Forster, 
Geogr. of Arabia, Vol. 1. p. 182) would 
seem to imply. The best authority for 
the assertion seems to be the careful and 
diligent Biisching (EZrdbeschr. Vol. v. p. 
535), who adduces the statement of 
-Harant, that Sinai was still called 


‘ Hadschar’ in his time (* Hadsch heisst 
bekanntlich auch Fels,’ Ritter, Erd- 
kunde, Vol. xvi. Fart. 1. p. 1086), 
though now it is commonly called either 
‘Dschebel Musa’ (in a more limited 
reference), or ‘Dschebel et Tiir;’ see 
Ritter, Erdk. Vol. x1v. Part 1. p. 535, 
Martiniere, Dict. Geogr. et Crit. s. v. 
‘Sinai.’ It must also be said that the 
evidence from etymology is also not very 
strong, as the Arabian word ‘ Hadjar’ 
(comp. Chald. -3> Gen. xxxi. 47), ap- 
pears certainly only to mean ‘a stone’ 
(see Freytag, Lex. Arab. s. v. Vol. I. p. 
346), still, — even if we leave unnoticed 
the fact of there having been a town 
called *Ayap in the vicinity (Ewald; 
compare Assemann, Bid/. Orient. Vol. 
ut. 2, p. 753), there are so many analo- 
gous instances of mountains bearing 
names in which the word ‘stone’ is 
incorporated (e. g. ‘ Weissestein’ al.), 
that there seems nothing unnatural in 
supposing that “Ayap actually was, and 
possibly may be now, the strictly pro- 
vincial name of the portion of the 
mountain now commonly called ‘ Dsche- 
bel Musa,’ This St, Paul might have 
learnt during his stay in that country. 

It must be admitted that we escape all 
this if we adopt the reading of Lach- 
mann: 7d yap Siva... ’ApaBla will then 
form a parenthesis, and the emphasis 
will rest on ey tH *ApaBig ; ‘For Mount 
Sinai is 7m Arabia,’ — Arabia, the home 
of the bond-maid’s children, the viol 
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 aleuie 88 7) vov ‘Iepovoadrjp, Sovrever yap pera TOY TEKVOD 


auTis. 


“Ayap, Baruch iii. 23; comp. Hofmann, 
Schrift. Vol. u. 2. p. 62. In this case 
also Siadqnn is the subject of cvaroxe? 
(opp. to Hofm.), without the grammati- 
cal distortion in making Hagar the sub- 
ject. Still there is a difficulty in the 
covenant being said cvorotxety ; as Sov- 
Aela (Sovdrever ydp) is plainly the tertiwm 
comparationis between Hagar and Jeru- 
salem, and the assertion #ris éotly “A-yap 
is really not so much supported by the 
sentence which follows, as by the em- 
phasis which is assumed to rest on év rij 
*ApaB., the last words of it. We have, 
therefore, nothing better to offer than the 
former interpretation. ovoeTot- 
xe 5é] ‘she stands too in the same file 
or rank with,’ ‘is conformable with,’ 
Arm., the nominative obviously being 
“Ayap (‘que consonat,’ Clarom.) not 
Zwa vos (Vulg.), nor even pla d:a- 
Shen (De W.), as there would thus be 
no point of comparison (dovAeia) be- 
tween the subject of cvoroixe? and % 
viv ‘Iepova. (Mey.); see above. The 3¢ 
(‘und zwar,’ Hilgenf.) appears to add a 
fresh explanatory characteristic, and re- 
tains its proper force in the latent contrast 
that the addition of a new fact brings 
with it; see Klotz, Devar. Vol. u. p. 
362. Zvoroxeiv is best illustrated by 
Polyb. Hist. x. 21 (cited by Wetst.), 
ovvyobyras kal cverorxotvras Biauévew: 
where ou(vy. evidently refers to soldiers 
in the same rank, ovoro.x, to soldiers 
in the same file; see Fell in loc., where 
the two lists are drawn out; each name 
in which ovorotxe? with those in the 
same list, but dvrioro:xe? with those in 
the opposite list. The geographical 
gloss of Chrys. yerrvd(er, drrerar (“qui 
conjunctus est,’ Vulg., ‘gamarko’ [comp. 
‘marge’] Goth,), due probably to the 
assumption that S.va dpos is the nom. to 


% 4 Se avo ‘Iepovcadi édevSépa éotiv, iris éotw 


ovoroixe?, is not exegetically tenable, 
and has been rejected by nearly all 
modern expositors. Th viv ‘lep.] 
‘the present Jerusalem,’ scil. tH evTatoa, 
7H ém) ys, Schol. ap. Matth.: ‘ antithe- 
ton superne ; nunc temporis est, supra 
loci,’ Bengel. dovrAever yap] 
‘for she is in bondage,’ scil. rats vouskats 
mapatnpnoecw, Schol. ap. Matth., comp. 
Hofmann, Schriftb. Vol. u. 2, p. 61; 
the nom. being 7 voy ‘Iep., and the yap 
serving to confirm the justice of the as- 
sertion of cuoroxla. The reading 
d¢ [Rec. with D3EJK; al ; Syr.-Phil. 
(marg.), al.; Ff.] is rightly rejected by 
most recent editors with preponderant 
external evidence, viz. ABCD1FG; many 
mss. and Vy. 

26. 7 S& &vw Iepovoadrnp] ‘But 
the Jerusalem above ;’ contrast to the 7 
vov ‘lep. of the preceding verse: the cor- 
respondence of Sarah, 7. e. the other 
covenant, with the heavenly Jerusalem | 
is assumed as sufficiently obvious from 
the context. The meaning of yw can 
scarcely be considered doubtful. It can- 
not be docal (Mount Sion, 4 &vw mdaris, 
Elsner, al.) as this is inconsistent with 
the foregoing viv, nor yet temporal (‘the 
ancient Jerus., the Salem of Melchize- 
dek,’ Michael. al.), as such a ref. is in- 
consistent with a context which only 
points to later periods, — but has sim- 
ply its usual ethical reference, ‘ above,’ 
‘heavenly,’ ‘que sursum est,’ Vulg., 


Clarom., 5 Syr.-Phil. ; compare 


‘IepovoaAhu emoupdvos, Heb. xii. 22, 
‘lepovo. kaiwh, Rev. iii. 12, xxi. 23 see 
the rabbinical quotations in Wetst., and 
comp. Ust. Lehrb. 1. 1.2, p. 182. As 
Jerusalem 4 voy was the centre of Ju. 
daism and the ancient theocratic king- 
dom, so Jerusalem 4 &vw is the typical 
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representation of Christianity, and the 
Messianic kingdom. On the three- 
fold meaning of ‘Iepovo. in the N. T. 
(scil. the heavenly community of the 
righteous, the Church on earth, the new 
Jerus. on the glorified earth), and the 
distinction observed by St. John between 
“IepovoaAtu (the sacred name) and ‘Iepo- 
oéAvua, see Hengstenbg. on Apocal. Vol. 
11. p. 319 (Clark) ; and on the general 
use and meaning of the expression, the 
learned treatise of Schoettgen, Hore 
Hebr. Vol. 1. p. 1205—1248. 

Hts x. 7. A.) Sand this one (this &yw 
‘Iepoua.) is our mother ;’ tris being used 
appy., as in ver. 28, in its ‘ differential’ 
sense (see notes on ver. 24) and retain- 
ing the emphasis, which, as the order 
of the words seems to imply, does not 
rest on jay (Winer). The ad- 
dition of mdvtwy before jyav (Ree. 
[Lachm.}, with AJK; mss.; Arab.- 
Pol., al.) is rightly rejected by Tisch. 
al., with BCDEFG; 5. 6, and majority 
of Vv. and Ff. 

27. yéypamrar yap] ‘for it is 
written ,’ proof of the clause immedi- 
ately preceding, fjris x. 7. A., from the 
prophetic consolation of Isaiah (ch. liv. 

), which though esp. addressed pri- 
marily to Israel and Jerusalem (Knobel, 
Jes, p. 380), was directed with a further 
and fuller reference to the Church of 
which they were the types. 
pitov] ‘break forth (into a cry). 
The ellipsis is usually supplied by pwvhy ; 
see Rost u. Palm, s. v. phyv., and the 
numerous examples of piitov pwvhy cited 
by Wetst. im Joc. The critical accuracy 
of Schott leads him to supply edppoct- 
yyy (Isaiah xlix. 13, lii. 9), reverting to 
edppdvanrt, on the principle that the 
ellipsis is always to be supplied from the 


context ; compare ‘ erumpere gaudium,” 
Terent. Eun, m1. 5. 2. It is perhaps 
more simple to supply Bofy, derived from 
Bénoov with which pjtov is so closely 
joined, or still more probably, to regard 
pitov as understood from long usage to 
be simply equivalent to xpdtoyv; phtaro 
kpatarw, Hesych. 
MGAXOov K.7.A.] ‘for many are the 
children of the desolate more than of her 
that hath the husband,’ ‘multi filii de- 
sertee magis quam,’ etc. Vulg., Clarom., 
Goth. ; woAA& waddov being not simply 
equivalent to wAclova #, but implying 
that both should have many, but the 
desolate one more than the other (Mey.). 
The compound expression rijs éxotons 
Tov &vdpa answers to the simpler md-ya 


(Wsaio, Syr.; sim. Eth. Arm.) 


in the original, and is thus little more 
than ‘the married one,’ the force of the 
art. (tov &vdpa) being perhaps, as Alf. 
observes, too delicate to be expressed in 
English. This prophecy is some- 
what differently applied by Clem. ad 
Cor, 11. 2, and Orig. an Rom. vi. Vol. 1. 
p- 83 (ed. Lomm.), 7 oteipa being re- 
ferred more peculiarly to the Gentile 
church as opposed to the Jewish church 
(rav SoKxobtvtwy %xew Ocdv); whereas 
St. Paul understands under the image 
of Sarah (uArnp jay) the church, as 
composed both of Jews and Gentiles, 
and thus as in contradistinction to the 
children of the law, the bond-children 
of the ancient theocracy. 

28. bwets Sé€] ‘But ye,’ application 
of the foregoing allegory to the case of 
those whom the Apostle is now address- 
ing, the 8 being here petaBarixdy ( Har- 
tung, Partik. 5é, 2, 3. Vol. 1, p. 165, see 
notes on ch, i. 11, and marking a tran- 
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sition to the readers while also hinting 
at their contrast to the children of ris 
éxovons Toy &v5pa.. If the reading 
of Rec. fu.-ecpév be adopted, which, 
however, though well supported [AC 
D®E(?)JK ; mss.; Syr., Vulg., Copt., 
Goth., &th.-Platt, Arm.; Chrys., 
Theod., Theodrt., al.], is opposed to 
good external evidence [BD!E(?)FG ; 
Clarom., Sah., mss.; Ath--Pol.; Orig., 
Iren.; Ambr., Ambrst., al.], and is sus- 
picious as appy. being a conformation 
to ver. 31, then 8: must be considered 
as indicating a reswmption of ver. 
26, after the parenthetical quotation 
in ver. 27; see Klotz, Devar. Vol.. 11. 
p. 377, Hartung, Partik. 5é, 3. 1, Vol. 
1. p. 173. Kata load] ‘af- 
ter the example of Isaac ;’ kara pointing 
to the ‘norma’ or example which was 
furnished by Isaac; so 1 Pet. i. 15, 
kaT& Tov Kadéoavta, Eph. iv. 24, Col. 
lii. 10: see Winer, Gr. § 49. d, p. 358. 
Several exx. of this usage are cited by 
Kypke, Obs, Vol. 1. 284, and Wetst. 
in loc. émayyeaAlas téxval 
‘children of promise... These words 
admit of three interpretations ; — (ca) 
‘children who have God’s promise ;’ or 
(5) ‘children promised by God,’ 7. e, the 
seed promised by God to Abraham; or 
(c) ‘children of, % e. by virtue of, 
promise.’ Both the emphasis, which 
appears from the order to rest on érayy., 
and the words 8a rijs émayy., ver. 23, 
seem decisively in favor of the last in- 
terpretation ; compare Rom. ix. 8, and 
see Fritz. tn Joc. 

29. aAN Somep| ‘Howbeit as;’ 
special notice of an instructive and 
suggestive comparison between the cir- 
cumstances of the types and of the an- 
titypes, 4AA& with its usual adversative 
force directing the reader’s attention to 


a fresh statement, which involves a spe- 
cies.of contrast to the former; ‘ye are 
children of promise it is true, howberé 
ye must expect persecution ;’ see esp. 
Chrys. in Joc., and comp. Klotz. Devar. 
Vol. u. p. 29. €dlwKerv] ‘per- 
secuted,’ ‘persequebatur,’ Vulg, Cla- 
rom., al.; imperf., as designating an 
action which still spiritually continues ; 
see Winer, Gr. § 40.3, p. 240. Whether 
the reference is to be regarded as (a) 
exclusively to Genesis xxi. 9, ny % S771 
pases cam-ja-ry (Alf, Ewald, 
al.), or (6) to an ancient, and therefore, 
as cited by St. Paul, ¢rwe tradition of 
the Jewish Church (see below) will 
somewhat depend on the meaning as- 
signed to pos in Gen. fc. That it 
may mean ‘mocked’ (opp. to Knobel 
in loc.) seems certain from Gen. xxxix. 
14, 17, and indeed from the command 
in Gen. xxi. 10. As however it does 
appear to mean no more than ‘ playing 
like a child,’ ralovra, LXX., ‘luden- 
tem,’ Vulg. (see Tisch. in Joc., and 
Gesen, Lex. s. v.), and as Joseph. (An- 
tig. 1. 12, 3), says only kaxoupyeiv abtdy 
duvduevwy, it seems on the whole best to 
adopt (5) ; see Beresch, Lut. 15 (Wetst.), 
‘Ismael tulit arcum et sagittas et jacu- 
latus est Isaacum, et pre se tulit ac si 
luderet,’ and Studer (in Ust.), who al- 
ludes to a similar rabbinical interpreta- 
tion founded on the cabalistic equiva- 
lence in numbers of the letters in prs 
and the explicit -am ; comp. Hackspan, 
Notes on Script. Vol. 1. 220. 

Toy Kata Mvedmual ‘him that was 
according to the Spirit,’ scil. yevynéyta, 
supplied from the preceding clause. The 
prep. it need scarcely be said does not 
here point to the cause or medium, 
‘Dei opera’ (Vatabl.), but simply ‘ ac- 
cording to,’ ¢. e. in accordance with the 
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As ye are free, stand fast 
in your freedom. 


working by promise of the Holy Spirit ; 

compare Rom. iy. 19, 20. Kata capra, 

refers to the naturad laws according to 
which Ishmael was born; kar& Mvedpua, 
the supernatural laws according to which 

Isaac was conceived and born. 

oftws Kat viv] ‘so also is it now,’ 

scil. those descended from Abraham 

kata odpxa (the Jews) still persecute the 
free children of promise (the Christians). 

The sentiment is expressed in general 

terms, but perhaps may here be con- 

ceived as pointed at the pernicious ef- 
forts of the Judaizers, which probably 
involved persecution both spiritual and 

material; comp. Meyer zn Joc. A 

good sermon on this text, though with 

a somewhat special application, will be 

found in Farindon, Serm. x1. Vol. 1. p. 

287 sq. (ed. 1849.) 

30. GAAd] ‘Nevertheless ;’ strongly 
consolatory declaration (rapapvSia ixavh, 
Chrys.) introducing a distinct contrast 
with the preceding declaration of the 
persecution, and calling away the 
thought of the reader to a totally fresh 
aspect; ‘avocat mentem ab illis tristi- 
bus ad illam rem, quam jam opponit,’ 
Klotz, Devar. Vol. u. p. 6. 

h ypapnh| ‘the Scripture.’ The fol- 
( lowing words are really the words of 
em to Abraham, but confirmed, ver. 

12, by God Himself; ‘ ejecta est Agar 

Sard postulante et Deo annuente,’ Est. 

The interrogative form which introduces 

the citation gives it force and vigor; 

comp. Rom. iv. 3, x. 8, xi. 4. 

od ph KAnpovophon] ‘shall in no wise 

be heir;’ emphatic: ‘liberi autem ex 

concubina conditionis servilis aut extra- 
ned seu gentili asuccessione plane apud 

Ebrzeos excludebantur,” Selden, de Suc- 

cess. cap. 8, Vol. 11. p. 11. Hammond 


viod Ths ékevSépas. 


710, 


cites the instance of Jephthah, who was 
thrust out by his brethren, under the 
second condition of the law, as the son 
of a strange woman; Judges xi. 2. 
With regard to the use of od ph with 
the subj. [kAnpovoujoe: BDE; mss. ; 
Theoph.], it may be observed that the 
distinction drawn by Hermann (Cd. 
Col. 853) between ov wh with future 
indie. (duration or futurity) and with 
aor. subj. (speedy occurrence) is not ap- 
plicable to the N. T., on accouut of (1) 
the varyings (as here; (2) the decided 
violations of the rule where the MSS. 
are unanimous, e.g. 1 Thess. iv. 15: 
and (3) the obvious prevalence of the 
subjunctive over the future, both in the 
N. T. and ‘ fatiscens Graecitas;’ see Lo- 
beck, Phryn. p. 722, Thiersch, Pentat. 
11. 15, p. 190, and exx, in Gayler, p. 
433. On the general use of the united 
particles see Winer, Gr. § 56. 3, p. 450, 
and esp. Donalds. Craé. § 394, Gayler, 
Partic. Neg. p. 405, exx. p. 430, and 
on the best mode of translation, notes 
on 1 Thess. iv. 15 ( Transl.) 

31. 5146] ‘Wherefore ;’ commencement 
of a short semi-paragraph stating the 
consolatory application of what has pre- 
ceded (‘qguamobrem; aptius duas res 
conjungit,’ Klotz. Devar. Vol. 11. p. 173), 
and passing into an exhortation in the 
following verse. It is very difficult to 
decide on the exact connection, as St. 
Paul’s use of 84 does not appear to 
have been very fixed. Sometimes, as 
Rom. ii. 1, Eph. ii. 11, iii. 13, iv. 26, 
it begins a paragraph; sometimes (es- 
pecially with kal) it closely connects 
clauses, as Rom. i. 24, iv, 22, 2 Cor. iv. 
13, v. 9, Phil. ii. 9; while in 2 Cor. xii, 
10, 1 Thess. v. 11 (imperat.), it closes 
a paragraph, though not in a way 
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1. 77 eAcuSepla x. 7. A.] The difficulty of deciding on the true reading of this 
passage, owing to the great variation of MSS., is very great. The reading of 
Lachm., rij édevdepla tuas Xpirrds HAcvIepwcev oTHkeTe ody, is plausible, and well 
supported, as # is omitted by ABCD!; mss.; Copt., Damasc., al. ; still the doubt- 
ful meaning of the dat. érevSep, (not the article, at which Riick. stumbles), and 
the abrupt character of the whole, make it, on internal grounds, very difficult to 
admit. Tisch. (so Matth., Scholz, Rinck, Riick., Olsh., al., though differing in 
other points) seems rightly to have retained 7 with D?EJK (FG 7 éAeus. qu. ; com- 
pare Vulg., Clarom.) ; mss. Syr.; Chrys., Theod. (2), al., as the H is less likely 
to have arisen from a repetition of the first letter of HMAS (Mey. ), than to have 


strictly similar to the present. On the 
whole, it seems most probable that St. 
Paul was about to pass on to an appli- 
cation of, not a deduction from, the 
previous remarks and citation. He 
commences with 686, but the word 
eaevdépas suggesting a digression (see 
Davidson, Introd. Vol. u. p. 148), he 
turns the application by means of 77 
éAevdepia, into an inferential exhortation 
(Eth. erroneously makes the first clause 
a reason ‘quia Christus’), ver. 1, and 
recommences a new parallel train of 
thought with %<« éyé. We thus put a 
slight pause after iv. 30, and a fuller one 
after v. 1. If jets 5¢ be adopted 
[AC; mss.; Copt.; Cyr. (1), Damasc., 
al.] the connection will be more easy. 
Ver. 30 describes the fate of the bond- 
children ; ver. 31 will then form a sort 
of consolatory conclusion, deriving some 
force from the emphatic xAnpoy.; ‘but 
we shall have a different fate; we shall 
be inheritors, for we are children, not 
of a bond-maid, but of a free-woman.’ 
This reading is, however, more than 
doubtful, as appearing to be only a 
repetition from ver, 28. For &pa (Ree. ), 
which would perhaps imply a little more 
decidedly than 8:d a continuance of what 
was said (Donalds. Crat. § 192), the 
external evidence [JK (apa ody FG, 
Theodrt.] is very weak, and the proba- 
bility of correction not inconsiderable. 


matdlonns| ‘of a bond-maid,’ scil. 


‘of any bond-maid.’ The omission of 
the article may be accounted for, — not 
by the negative form of the proposition 
(Middleton im Joc.), but by the princi- 
ple of correlation, whereby when the 
governing article is anarthrous (here pos- 
sibly so after the predicative écpév, 
Middl. p. 43) the governed becomes 
anarthrous also; see Middl. Gr. Art. 
1. 3. 7, p. 50 (ed. Rose), comp. Winer, 
Gr. § 19. 2. b, p. 113 sq. As, however, 
madicxn appears in every other place 
with the art. (even after the prep. in 
ver. 23), the present omission is perhaps 
more probably regarded as intentional, 
and as designed to give a general char- 
acter to the Apostle’s conclusion; see 
Peile in loc. Tis éAevSépas cannot, 
however, be translated ‘ of a free woman.’ 


Cuarrrr V. lo rH eAeuvSepla 
kK. T. A.] ‘Stand firm, then, in the free- 
dom for which,’ cte.; inferential exhor- 
tation from the declaration immediately 
preceding. Of the many explanations 
which the expression tj éAcuSepia oth- 
kew has received, the two following 
appear to be the most probable; (a) 
‘ dibertati stare, quam deserere est nefas,’ 
Fritz. Rom. xii, 12, Vol. m1. p: 80, 
Winer, Gr. § 31. 3. obs. p. 244 (ed. 5; 
less distinctly p. 188, ed. 6); (8) ‘quod 
attinet ad libertatem, stare,’ Bretschn., 
Meyer on 2 Cor. i. 24. The objection 


to (a) is, that such expressions as 77 
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been omitted from having been accidentally merged in it. His omission of of, 
however, with DE; Vulg., Clarom., Syr. (Philox.) ; Theodrt. (2) against ABC! 
EG Ool7- Sie o7alesy boern.: Augiens., Goth., Copt., al.; Cyr., Aug., al. — 


does not seem tenable. 


The order Xpiords jas ( Rec.) has but weak external 


support [CJK; mss.; appy. some Vv.; Chrys., Theod.], and is reversed by most 


recent editors. 


SAte: brouevew are not strictly similar, 
as the idea of a hostile attitude (dat. 
incommodi) is involved in the dative, 
‘calamitatem non subterfugientes,’ etc., 
80 droctival twi, wévew ti (Bernh. 
Synt. m1. 13. b, p. 98), and Hom. Ji. 
xxI. 600, orjvat tux. The latter inter- 
pretation seems thus the most correct ; 
the dative, however, must not be trans- 
lated too laxly (‘as regards the free- 
dom’), as it serves to call attention to 
the exact sphere in which, and to which, 
the action is limited, e. g. Zor 77H Savoia, 
Polyb. xxr. 9. 8; see Scheuerl. Synt. 
§ 22. 2, p. 179, and notes on ch. i. 22. 

It may be remarked that we sometimes 
find an inserted év (1 Cor. xvi. 13, 
compare Riick.) without much apparent 
difference of meaning, still it does not 
seem hypercritical to say that in this 
latter case the idea of the ‘sphere or 
element in which’ was designed by the 
writer to come more distinctly into 
view ; compare Winer, Gr. § 31. 8, p. 
194, On the meaning of orhrew, which 
per se is only ‘stare’ (Vulg., Clarom.), 
but which derives its fuller meaning 
from the context ; comp. Chrys., erjrere 
eimév, Tov cdAoy eke, and see notes on 
Phil. i. 27. h) ‘for which ;’ dat. 
commodi. The usual gd/atival explana- 
tion ‘qua nos liberavit’ (Vulg.), scil. 
ty tiv wey (so expressly Conyb.), 
may perhaps be justified by the common 
constructions xalpew xapG, etc., but as 
it is very doubtful whether this con- 
struct. occurs in St. Paul’s Epp. (1 
Thess. iii. 9 seems an instance of at- 


traction; see notes in Joc.), it seems 
safer to adhere to the former explana- 
tion; see Meyer in Joc. (obs.) For 
a good sermon on the notion of Chris- 
tian liberty, see Bp. Hall, Serm. xxv1. 
Vol. v. p. 339 sq. (Talboys). 

md&Acy refers to the previous subser- 
vience of the Galatians to heathenism; 
see notes on ch. iy. 9, (vy 
dovarelas] ‘the yoke of bondage,’ not 
‘a yoke,’ etc., Copt., Ewald, al.; the 
anarthrous SovAcia (comp. Winer, Gr. 
§19. 1, p. 109) being appy. used some- 
what indefinitely to mark the general 
character of the (vyov, and by the 
principle of correlation causing the gov- 
erning noun to lose its article; see Mid- 
dleton, Gr. Art, 111. 38. 6, and compare 
notes on ch. v. 81. It will be observed 
that maAw is more easily explained on 
the hypothesis of ¢vy@ being taken in- 
definitely ; the present view, however, 
seems most in accordance with the defi- 
nite statement in ver. 2; (uydy dé dov- 
Aclas thy Kata vonov (why, Theod. On 
the use of the gen. as denoting the pre- 
dominant nature or quality inherent in 
the governing noun, sce Scheuerl. Syn. 
§ 16. 3, p. 115, and compare Soph. Ay. 
944, ofa Sovadclas (uya, Aisch. Agam. 
365, dovaAclas ydyyauov. évé- 
xecwe] ‘be held fast;’ not exactly 


pod [mancipemini, subjiciatis 
vos], but simply ‘implicamini,’ Beza, 
with ref. perhaps to the tenacity of the } 
hold, and the difficulty to shake it off; ) 
comp. Beng. For exx. of the use of 
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If ye submit to cireum- 
cision, ye are bound to the 
whole law, and your union 
with Christ is wholly void. 


® waptipouar dé 


putéwvna se 


the verb both in a physical (Herod. 11. 
121, évéxoua 7H wayj), and in an ethi- 
cal sense (Plutarch Symp. 11. qu. 3. 1, 
evéxecdat Sdypacw TMusayopixots), see 
Kypke, Obs. Vol. u. p. 285, and Wetst. 
tn loc. 
2.%15¢ éyd Madaros} ‘Behold I 
Paul ;’ emphatic and warning declara- 
| tion (té0n &retAh, Chrys.) of the dan- 
gerous consequences, and worse than 
\uselessness of undergoing circumcision, 
The Apostle’s introduction of his own 
name (compare 2 Cor. x. 1, Eph. iii. 1), 
prefaced by the arresting %e (‘atten- 
tionem excitantis est,’ Grot.), has been 
differently explained. The most natu- 
ral view seems to be that it was to in- 
crease conviction (SapSodvros jv ois Aé- 
yet, Chrys., comp. ‘'heod.) and to add 
to the assertion the weight of his Apos- 
tolic dignity; tis tod mpoo@mov akto- 
motias apKovons avTl maans amrodel~ews, 
Chrys. On the accentuation of %e, 
which, according to the grammarians, 
is oxytone in Attic and paroxytone in 
non-Attic Greek, see Winer, Gr. § 6. 1, 
p. 4/7. wepiteuv.| Sif 
ye be circumcised ;’ t. e. ‘if you continue 
\ to follow that rite,’ the present marking 
On 
the use of édy with pres. subj., compare 
notes on ch. i. 8, 9. ovbdéey 
Sperdhaer] ‘shall profit you nothing ;’ 
the fut., having no ref. whatever to the 
nearness of the Lord’s wapovcla (Mey.), 
but simply marking the certain result of 
such a course of practice; ‘Christ (as 
) you will find) will never profit you any- 
thing ;’ see Winer, Gr. § 40. 6, p. 250, 
and compare Schmalf. Synt. § 57, p. 
116 sq. 
3. waptvpouat Sé] ‘yea I bear 
witness,’ testificor autem,’ Vulg., Cla- 


éav 


the action as one still going on. 


GALATIANS. 


Xpuoros 


\ b , Yo 4 > 
dd Tavtl avSpoHr@ TepTemvouwev@ OTL opel- 


Cuap. V. 2, 3 


n a iQ IN 
2"TSe éyw Ilatros Aeyw tiv ote éav Tre- 


byds ovocy wperrjoer’ 


rom., not ‘enim,’ Beza; further and 
slightly contrasted statement; the 3¢ 
not being merely connective, but as 
usual implying a certain degree of op- 
position between the clause it introduces 
and the preceding declaration; ‘not 
only will Christ prove no benefit to you, 
but you will in addition become debtors 
to the law;’ see Klotz, Devar. Vol. 
p. 362, Hermann, Viger, No. 343. b, 
and for a notice of the similar use of 
‘autem,’ Hand. Twrsedd, Vol. 1. p. 562. 
The verb papriipoua, a dis Aeydu., in St. 
Paul’s Epp. (Eph. iv. 17, compare Acts 
xx, 26), is here used in the sense of 
MapTupodua, appy. involving the idea 
of a solemn declaration, as if before 
witnesses ; comp. notes on Eph. iv, 17, 
That there is no ellipsis of @edy (Hil, 
genf., Bretschn.) appears plainly from 
Eph 7. c., and from the similar usage of 
the word in classical Greek, e. g. Plata 
Phileb. 47 dD, tatra 5€ aéTe mev ovA 
euaptupdueda, viv S¢ Aeyduev. Dindorf 
in Steph. Thess. s. v. cites Eustath. Zi. 
p- 1221. 33, ds af icroptat papripovrat. 
md ev may refer to the preceding verse, 
or to a previous declaration of the same 
kind made by word of mouth. The 
former is more probable, as mavr) ap- 
Spémw appears a more expanded applica- 
cation of tiv, ver. 2; ox suiv rA&dyw 
pévov, pnoiv, GAA Kal wayTl avSpdrw 
tepiteuv., Chrys.; see Neander, Plant. 
ing, Vol. 1. p. 214 note (Bohn). 
TepiTemvomevw| submitting to be 
circumeised,’ ‘undergoing circumcision, 
‘cireumcidente se,’ Vulg., Clarom., or, 
more idiomatically ‘gui curat se cir- 
cumcidi,’ Beza,—but less accurately, 
as the participle is anarthrous, and what 
is called a tertiary predicate; see Don- 
alds. Crat. § 306, ib, Gr. § 495. 


Cuap. V. 4, 5. 


7 >? \ ef n 
‘ReTns Eot Gdov TOV VvoOmov ToLjoaL. 
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* kaTnpyiSnte amo rod 


cal ey lal na . 
Xprorod oirwes ev vowm SixawodaSe, ths yaperos éEerécate. 


¢€ al BS 
* nets yap IIvevpare éx mictews édrida Sucavocvvns amexdeyoueda. 


The tense wepiteuv., not mepirundévre or 
TepiteTunucvy, must not be overlooked: 
it was not the circumcised, as such, that 


had become in ‘this § strict § sense Opeirerat 


bAoy toy véuov Torfjoat, but he who was 
= eke 
Odor, 


designedly undergoing the ‘rite. 
as its position ‘shows, i is emphatic ; oAnv 
epeirniow thy decmotelay, Chrys. 

4. katnpyhante ard Tod Xp] 
‘Ye were done uway from Christ,’ ‘Your 
union with Christ became void,’ scil. 
‘when you entered upon ‘the course 
further 
and forcible explanation of Xpiords suas 
ovdev wpeahoe (ver. 2), the absence of 
all connecting particles serving to give 
the statement both vigor and emphasis. 
The construction is what is called ‘ preg- 
nans’ (Rom. vii. 2, 6, see Winer, Gr. § 
66. 2, p. 547); aad, strictly considered, 
not belonging to karnpyhdnre in the 
sense of 7Acudepddyte ard, but to some 
word which can easily be supplied, e. g. 
katnpynante Kal éxwpladnte amd Xp., 
‘nulli estis redditi et a Christo avulsi ;’ 
comp. 2 Cor. xi. 3, p&elperda amd, and 
Fritz, Rom. t. c. Vol. 1. p. 8, 9. 

The verb xarapyéw is a favorite word 
with St. Paul, being used in his Epp. 
(the Ep. to the Hebrews not being in- 
cluded) twenty-five times. In the rest 
of the N. T. it is used only twice, Luke 
xiii. 7, Heb. ii, 14, and in the whole 
LXX. only four times, all in Esdras, 
It is rare in ordinary Greek; see Eurip. 
Pheniss. 753, and Polyb. Fray. Hist. 
69. The rod is omitted by Lachm. 
with BCDIFG; 2 mss.; Theoph., — 
but, as being less usual, esp. when pre- 
ceded by a prep., is more probably re- 
tained, with AD®EJK ; nearly all mss. ; 
Chrys., Theod., Dam., al. ( Tisch. ). 

év vépw Sikatodtadse] ‘are being 


which now ye are pursuing; 


justified in the law,’ ‘in lege,’ Vulg., 
Clarom.; éy not being instrumental 
(Ewald), but pointing to the sphere of 
the action; compare notes on ch. iii. 11. 
The pres. d:caofcSe is correctly referred 
by the principal ancient and modern 
commentators to the feelings of the sub- 
ject (as dmoAauBdvere, Theophyl., ‘ut 
vobis videtur,’ Fritz. Opuse. p. 156); 
compare Goth. ‘ garaihtans qi bib izvis’ 
[justos dicitis vos]. On this use of the 
subjective present (commonly employed 
to indicate certainty, prophetic confi- 
dence, expectation of speedy issue, ete.), 
see Bernh. Synt. x. 2, p. 371, Schmal- 
feld, Synt. § 54. 2, p. 91. THES 
xdpitos ébewécate] ‘ye fell away 
from grace; the aor., as in the first 
clause, referring to the time when legal 
justification was admitted and put for- 
ward; sce, however, notes to Transl. 
On the meaning of éxmfmrew tivds (‘al- 
iqua re excidere, scil. ejus jacturam 
facere’) see Winer, de Verb. Comp. Fasc. 
It. p. 11, and comp. Plato, Rep. vi. 496, 
exmeceiv pidogoplas, Polyb. x1. 14, 7, 
éxalirrew tod KaShKovtos. The Alex- 
andrian form of aor. ééerécare is noticed 
and illustrated by exx. in Winer, Gr. 
§ 13. 1, p. 68 sq.; compare Lobeck, 
Phryn. p. 724. 

5. Auets yap] ‘For we,’ proof of 
the preceding assertion by a declaration 
e contrario of the attitude of hope and 
expectancy, not of legal reliance and 
self-confidence, which was the charac- 
teristic of the Apostle and of all true 
Christians. If 8: had been used, the 
opposition between jezs and ofrives 
(jets) would have been more prominent 
than would seem in harmony with the 
context and with the conciliatory char- 
acter of the present address, 


\ and quickened by the Holy Spirit. 
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Wrvetpari] ‘by the Spirit,’ ‘Spiritu,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., with an implied con- 
trast to the capt which was the active 
principle of all legal righteousness ; 
comp. ch. iii. 8, and notes in Joc. The 
dative is not equivalent to év Mvetmare 
(Copt.), still less to be explained as 
merely adverbial, ‘spiritually’ (Middl. 
in loc.), but, as the context suggests, 
has its definite ablatival force and dis- 
tinct personal reference; our hope flows 
from faith, and that faith is imparted 
No 
objection can be urged against this in- 
terpr. founded on the absence of the 
article, as neither the canon of Middle- 
ton (Gr. Art. p. 126, ed. Rose), nor the 
similar one suggested by Harless ( Ephes. 
ii, 22.), — that 7d Tlvedua is the personal 
Holy Spirit, rveiua the indwelling in- 
Auence of the Spirit (Rom. viii. 5), can 
at all be considered of universal applica- 
tion ; 16. It is much more 
natural to regard Mvedua, Mvedua ayiov, 
and Tvedua @cod as proper names, and 
to extend to them the same latitude in 
connection with the article; see Fritz. 
Rom. viii. 4, Vol. 1. p. 105. éx 


see ver. 


) mliorews| ‘from faith,’ as the origin 


and source (comp. notes on ch. iii. 22), 
—in opposition to the éy yvdéuw of the 
preceding clause, which practically in- 
cludes the more regular antithesis é€ 
epywv. — -@Amlda BiKxatogt- 
yns| ‘the hope of righteousness.’ 'This 
is one of those many passages in the 
N. T. (see Winer, Gr. § 30.1, p. 168) 
in which it is difficult to decide whether 
the genitive is subjecti or objecti ; the éy 
d1a Svoty, ‘spem et justitiam (eternam),’ 
suggested by Aquinas, being clearly in- 
admissible. If (a) the gen. be sudjecti, 
€Amlda diuectoo, must be ‘ipsum pree- 
mium quod speratur, sc. vitam eter- 
nam’ (Grot.), *coronam glori que jus- 
tificatos manet’ (Beza), éams being used 
perwrumicds for the thing hoped for: 


GALATIANS. 


Cuapr. V. 5. 


if (8) objecti, then simply ‘speratam 
justitiam,’ the hope which turns on 
dicarocbvn as its object, — fairly para- 
phrased by Aith., ‘we hope we may be 
justified ;’ sim, Tynd., Cran. Of these 
(B) seems clearly most in accordance 
with the context, as this turns not so 
much upon any adjunct to dimatoodvn as 
upon dixooctyn itself; ‘Ye,’ says St. 
Paul, in ver. 4, ‘think that ye are al- 
ready in possession of Sixatoo. (dixat- 
ovoSe) , we on the contrary hope for it.’ 
There is no difficulty in d:caootyn thus 
being represented futwre. For in the 
first place this view necessarily results 
from the contrast between Judaism and 
Christianity. The Jew regarded S:atoo. 
as something outward, present, realiza- 
ble; the Christian as something inward, 
future, and, save through faith in Christ, 
And in the second place, 
dixaocvvn is one of those divine results 
which, as Neander beautifully expresses 
it, ‘stretch into eternity:’ it conveys 
with it and involves the idea of future 
blessedness and glorification ; ods éd:ccaf= 


unattainable. 


woev TovTous Kal eddtacev, Rom. viii. 30 ; 


see Neand. Planting, Vol. 1. p. 478 
note (Bohn). éAmlia a&mrex- 
dexdpmedsal ‘tarry for, ‘patiently 


wait for.” This expressive compound 
has two meanings (a) local, with refer- 
ence either tothe place from which the 
expectation is directed to its object (‘in 
quo locatus aliquem expectes,’ Fritz.), 
or, more usually, the place whence the 
object is expected to come (‘unde quid 
expectaretur,’ Winer), — a decided trace 
of which meaning may be observed in 
Phil. iii, 20: (5) ethical, with ref. to 
the assiduity of the expectation, ‘studi- 
ose constanter expectare,’— the mean- 
ing in the present case and appy. in all 
the remaining passages in the N. T.; 
comp. viii. 19, 28, 25, 1 Cor. i. 7, Heb. 
ix, 28, 1 Pet, ili, 20 (Lachm., Tisch. ), 
and see Tittmann, Synon. p. 106, Fritz. 


7 


Mie A Ro Se 


/-thus paraphrased : 


Cuap. V. 6. . 
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° év yap Xpiore ‘Inood ouTe TEpeTopy TL loxver ovTe axpoBvc- 
Tia, adda Tiatis Ov aydrns evepyoupévn. 


Opuse. p, 156, Winer, Verb. Comp. 
Fase. rv. p. 14. It may be added 
that the expression éam({d. amend. is not 
pleonastic for éam. dun. 
comp. /&th.), but, as Fritz. observes, 
forcible and almost poetical (Eur. Alcest. 
180, eAmtda mpocdéxwuat), éAmida being 
the cognate accus. ; comp. Acts. xxiv. 15, 
eAmida. . 
Tat, Tit. li. 13, mpoodexdmevor Thy para- 
The whole clause may be 
‘by the assistance of 
the Holy Spirit we are enabled to cher- 
ish the hope of being justified, and the 


zxouev (Ust., 


- hv al adro) obra mpocdéxov- 


play éATida, 


| source out of which that hope springs 
| is faith ; 
“sq-, and for a fuller aaeaaces| of the 


comp. Ust. LeArd. 11.1, p. 90 


verse, Chillingworth, Works, p. 402 sq. 
(Lond. 1704), Manton, Serm., ee IV. 
p. 927 sq. (Lond. 1698). 

6. &v yap Xptore "Ina.] ‘For in 
Christ Jesus ;’ contirmation of the pre- 
ceding statement that the dmexdox} was 
é« mlatews; when there is a union wich 
Christ, neither circumcision or uncir- 
cumcision avails anything, but faith 
only ; it is clear, then, why we entertain 
the hope of righteousness from faith. 
The solemn formula éy Xp. Ing. is not 
to be explained away, as ‘in Christi 
regno, ecclesia’ (Pareus), ‘ Christi re- 
ligione’ (Est.), ‘Christi lege’ (Grot.), 
—all of which fall utterly short of the 
true meaning, — but, as the regular use 
of éy Xp. and the addition of "Iycod 
distinctly suggest, conveys the deeper 
idea of ‘ union, fellowship, and incorpo- 
ration’ in Christ crucified : comp. notes 
on ch. ii. 17. For an elaborate but 
wholly insufficient explanation of the 
vital expression év Xp., comp. Fritz. Rom. 
viii, 1, Vol. 1. p. 82, and contrast with 
it the deep and spiritual illustrations of 
Bp. Hall, Christ Mystical, ch. 2, 3. 


5? aydmns evepyoupévy] ‘ener- 
gizing, displaying its activity through 
love,’ (aoa Seixvutac Theoph., ‘efficax 
est,’ Bull, Andrewes (Sem. v. Vol. 111. p- 
193); comp. 1 Thess. i. 3, rod kémov ris 
aydrns, Polyc. ad Phil. § 38, rlorw.... 
émaxoAovsovens Tis eAmld0s mpoayovons 
Tijs aydans, and see esp. Ust. Lehrd. 
11, 1. 4, p. 236 sq., and reff. in notes on 
1 Thess, t. ec. The verb évepyeioSat may 
have two meanings, (a) passive, ‘is made 


ea? vA ~ 
perfect,’ |. ASoo [que perficitur, 


Schaaf, but see Capell. in Joc.] Syr., 
‘adschueghyal, Arm.,,— maintained by 
the older Romanist divines, Bellarm, al. 
(see Petav. de Incarn. vut. 12. 15, Vol. 
v. p. 407), as well as several Protestant 
interpreters, Hammond, al., and even 
the recent editors of Steph. Thesaur. 
s. V.; or (b) active, ‘2s operative,’ Vulg., 
Clarom., Goth., Copt., — as maintained 
by nearly all recent commentators. Of 
these (a) is perfectly lexically tenable 
(Polyb, Hist. 1. 
pos), but distinctly at variance with the 
usage of the word in the N. T. 


13, 5, évepyetra: méAe- 


while (6) harmonizes with the prevail- 
ing usage, and can be correctly distin- 
guished from the active; évepyety being 
‘vim exercere, and commonly applied 
to persons, évepyciodau ‘ex se (aut suam) 
vim exercere,’ a species of what has been 
called the ‘dynamic’ middle (Kriiger, 
Sprachl. § 52.8), and commonly applied 
to things, see Fritz. Rom. Vol. u. p. 17, 
Winer, Gr. § 38. 6, p. 231. Al- 
though the pass. meaning is not now 
maintained by the best critical scholars 
of the Church of Rome, the passage is 
no less strongly claimed as a testimony 
to the truth of the Tridentine doctrine 
(Sess. vi. c. 7) of fides formata ; see 
16 


(see: 
Meyer, 2 Cor. i. 6, Bretsch. Lew. s. v.),. 
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Who perverted =you? 
Whosoever they are they 
shall be punished, for their 
doctrine is not mine. Yea, 


Windischm. in Joc., and comp. Mohler, 
Symbolik, § 16, p. 131 note, § 17, p. 
137. 

7. érpéxete Karas) ‘Ye were 
running well ;’ forcible and yet natural 
transition from the brief statement of 
/ the characterizing principle of Christian 
| life, once exemplified in the Galatians, 
but now lost sight of and perverted ; 
erawvel Tov Spduov Kal Spyvet tod Spduov 
Thy mavdav, Theod. 
évéxowev] ‘who did hinder you;’ 
not without some expression of surprise, 


tls bmas 


mas 5 tocodtos évexdrn Spdmos; tis 6 
rocovrov icxvoas, Chrys.; comp. ch. iii. 
1. The primary meaning of the verb 
eyxda7ew (Ilesych. éveromtduny: évero- 
diCounv, dvarodicer 
éyxdmret) appears to be that of hinder- 
ing by breaking up a road (e. g. Greg. 
Nazianz. Or. xvi. p. 260, }) kakias éyxom- 


Suid. avaxarricer 


Tomwévns dvoTaveta TY Tovnpay, 7) d&perijs 
SSomotoumerns evTadela trav BedrTiovwr ; 
comp. ‘intercidere,’ e.g. Cees. Bell. Gall. 
11. 9, pontem, ete.) ; while that of avakdr- 
tew (Mec.) is rather that of hindrance 
with the further idea of thrusting back ; 
compare Hom. Odyss. xx1. 47, Supéwv 
The reading of Rec. 
(avéxoev) is, however, opposed to all 
the uncial MSS., and appy. to nearly all 
mss. and Ff., and neither on internal 
(opp. to Bloomf.) nor external grounds 
has any claim on attention. The accus. 
is similarly found with éyxdérrey, Acts 
xxiv. 4, 1 Thess, ii. 18; see also The- 
mist. Or. xiv. p. 181 c. TH 
GAnSs. wy welXecdai] ‘that ye 
should not obey the truth,’ infin. ex- 
pressive of the reswit or effect, with 
some trace of the purpose or end con- 
templated, this being one of those forms 
of the ‘consecutive’ sentence, which may 


avéexomrev oxhoas. 
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lal a Ihe lol 

™’Expéxete Karas Tis vas evéxorev TH 

€ \ > > 

adnSela py meiSecSar; *  Tevopwovn ovK eK 


I wish they would cease from all communion with you. 


be regarded as partly objective and as 
partly jinal; see Donalds. Gr. § 602. 
The popular explanation that yy with 
the infin., after certain negative and 
prohibitive verbs, is pleonastic (Meyer 
compare Herm. Viger, No. 271),is now 
justly called in question (see esp. Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 11. p. 668), the true expla- 
nation being that the ui is prefixed to 
the infinitive, whether in its more sim- 
ply objective form (Donalds. Gr. § 684 
sq.), or its more lax and general ref. to 
result (Bernh., Syné. 1x. 6. b, p. 364, 
Madvig, Synt. § 156. 4), to indicate the 
further idea of some latent purpose in- 
volved in the action which specially 
contemplated or tended to the effect 
expressed by the. infinitive; see esp. 
Schmalfeld, Synz. § 181. 2, p. 359, and 
for an illustrative example compare 
Aristoph. Paz, 315, éumodav tuty yévn- 
Ta Thy Sedbv wh ekerntoas; see Madvig, 
Synt. § 210. The elliptical mode of 
explanation adopted by Gayler (de Par- 
tic. Neg. p. 359) in the parallel expres. 
sions dpyoduar uy Spaoas, sc. ‘nego, et 
dico me non fecisse’ is appy. doubtful in 
principle, and certainly is not here ap- 
plicable. Lachm. omits the article 
before &AnS. but only with AB, and 
appy. a few mss. 

8. metoporvn] ‘the persuasion, 
‘suasio,’ Clarom., scil. ‘servandi legay 
lia,’ Lyra; the subst. being regarded as 
active, and the article (not ‘this pers.’ 
Arm., Auth.,—a most doubtful usage 
in the N. T., see Winer, Gr. § 18.1, p. 
97 sq.) marking the particular (coun- 
ter-) persuading of the false teachers 
implied in the rls duds évérover, Ow- 
ing to the apparent paronomasia, and 
the nature of the termination (compare 
Donalds, Craty?, § 255) the meaning of 


Cuap. V. 8, 9: 


Tov KadodvTos buds. > pwoKpd 


meicuov) is slightly doubtful. As the 
similar form wAnouovh means both. sa- 
tietas (the state) and expletio (the act), 
Col. ii. 23, Plato, Symp..186 c, mA. Kad 
kévwots, — SO metoovy may mean (@) the 
state of being persuaded, @. e. « conviction’ 
(@ebs 7& kadrciv Ta dé welSeoSar Tay Sra- 
koudvtwv, Theod.), or (6) the act: of per- 
suading ‘ persuadendi sollertia,’ Schott. ; 
comp. Chrys. on 1 Thess. i. 4, od mesopovh 
avdpwrivn... hv h...meiSovoa, Of 
these (2) has here the support of the 
Greek expositors 7d mera 9 jvat tois A€you- 
ow, GScum., compare Chrys., Theoph.), 
and certainly on that account deserves 
consideration ; (4) however, is to be pre- 
ferred, as lexically defensible (see below), 
as in harmony with the active tod 
KaAobrTos ; 7 Tetou. pointing to a gra- 
cious act in which the human will is 
regarded more as subjected to the divine 
influence (John vi. 44), rod kad. to one 
in which it is regarded more as free; 
comp. Meyer in loc. In three out 
of the four instances cited by Wetst. 
from Eustath. (ad Il. a, p. 21. 46; 99. 
45, Il. 1, p. 637. 5), the prevailing mean- 
ing appears to be ‘pervicacia;’ but in 
Justin Mart. Apol. 1, 53, adrapkeis ets 
metouovhv, Epiphan. Hares, xxx. 21, eis 
Metouoviyy THs Eavt@v wAnpopopias, Apol- 
lon. de Synt. p. 195. 10, thy e& GAATAwY 
gpos adAhAouvs meiomovhy, the active 
meaning is sufficiently distinct. . Ignat. 
Rom. 3, is commonly adduced, but here 
Cod. Colb. reads ciw7is. 
éx Tov KadrodryrTos| ‘is not from 
him who calleth you,’ t, e. does not ema- 
nate, does not result from, see note, ch. 
ii. 16; not an answer to the preceding 
question, which is rather an expression 
of surprise than a mere interrogation, — 
but a warning declaration. The ka- 
Aav is obviously not St. Paul (Locke), 


not even Christ (Theoph.), but as usual, 
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tuum Srov 7d» dipapa Svpot. 


God; the act of calling in St. Paul’s 
Epp. (e.g. Rom...ix., Ll, 245 1. Cor..i, 
9, vii. 15, al.). being regularly. ascribed 
to the Father; see notes.and reff. on 
ch, 1..6. ..The tense of the. participle 
need. not: be pressed either as a definite 
pres. (‘non:desinit etiam nunc vocare,’ 
Beza), or, still. less probably as. an ime 
perf. (‘qui vos vocabat,’ Beng.), — 6. xa- 
Aav, as Chrys..appears. to. have felt (ob 
éxdAcoev tuas 6 Kad@v), being only the 
common substantival participle; see the 
numerous exx: collected. by Winer, Gr. 
§ 45. 7, p. 316, comp. Bernhardy, Syné. 
vi, 23, p. 318, Madvig, Syntaz, § 180. b, 
and notes on 1 Thess. v. 24. 

9. wixpa (vpn xn.t.aA.] ‘a little 
leaven leaveneth the whole lump ;’ pro- 
verbially expressed warning (compare 1 
Cor. v. 7), forming a sort of antithetical 
continuation of what has preceded. It 
is somewhat doubtful whether (vu is to 
Be considered as (a) having an abstract 
reference to the false teaching (7d wiapdy 
tovro kaxdv, Chrys. ; compare Theoph.), 
or as (6) pointing in the conerete, (‘hi 
pauci,’ Pareus; compare Aug., Jerome) 
to those who disseminated it; see Clem. 
Hom. vit. 17 (cited by Hilgenf.), where 
the race of men living before the flood 
are characterized as a xaxy Ciun. On 
the one hand, (a) yiclds a pertinent 
sense, and is appy. confirmed by Matth, 
xvi. 11, and by 1 Cor. Z. ¢. (where ver. 
8 seems distinctly to show that (vun 
does not. mean the individual so much 
as his sin): on the other, the active 
meaning assigned to respovh, and still 
more the seeming quantitative limitation 
hinted at in the use of the individualiz- 
ing singular in ver. 10 (compare Beng.) 
appears to. preponderate in favor of (2). 
We adopt, therefore, the concrete refer- 
ence, and necessarily continue it. to the 
following. pvpaua; ‘vel pauci homines 
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A , . e 
% dvd mérroida els buds ev Kuply dre ovdev dddo povijcete: 6 Oe 


a % a he x a 
tapacowy tuas Bactacer TO Kpipa, OaTUS av 7). 


perperam docentes possent omnen [totum] 
eatum corrumpere,’ Winer zn loc. 

10. éy a] ‘I for my part ;’ emphatic, 
and not without a reassuring contrast. 
The insertion of 3¢ [C1FG ; a few mss, ; 
Demid., Aug., Syr.-Phil., al.] is due to 
the desire to make this contrast still 
more apparent. bas] 
‘with regard to you;’ this more lax use 
of eis is noticed by Winer, Gr. § 53, p. 
478, and Bernh. Synt. vy. 11. p. 220. 
The addition of the words év Kuplw (sc. 
“Inood, Rom. xiv. 14, compare Winer, 
Gr.§ 19. 1, p. 118) serves to designate 
the ground of the hope, and to show that 
it was not an earthly and doubtful, but 
a heavenly (Phil. if. 24) and certain 
assurance which St. Paul entertained ; 
compare 2 Thess. iii. 4, wemolSauev 5é ev 
Kupiw eo’ juas, where ém} is used in a 
sense little different from the present eis, 
to denote the objects about whom the 
hope was felt, év Kup. the nature of that 
hope; see notes on 2 Thess. 1. c., where 
distinctions are drawn between the ethi- 
cal uses of eis, émf, and mpdés. 
ovdéy AAO] ‘nothing else,’ — than 
what? LEither spectally,—than the 
subject and purport of the words imme- 
diately preceding ; or, generally, — than 
the doctrines which St. Paul had pro- 
pounded. The latter accords best with 
the future ¢povicere, which seems more 
naturally used in reference to the general 
issue (871 d:i0pSdcecde, Chrys.), than 
‘merely to the time when the words 
would be read. Alf. refers to Phil. iii, 
15 (compare Usteri, ‘no novel senti- 
ments’), but there the word is érTepws } 
see notes in Joc. 6 8 trapdo- 
owv] ‘but he that disturbeth you; 
contrast, not with the preceding éyé 
(Riick.), but generally with the expres- 

‘sion of confidence which has just pre- 


> 
eis 


11 


bya 2, dda 


ceded; 6 tapdoc. not being used on the 
one hand, for of tapdocovres (Brown), 
nor on the other, in ref. to some one par- 
ticular false teacher (Olsh.; contrast 
Davids. Introd. Vol. u. p. 314), but in 
accordance with the exact selective and 
definitive force of the article, tothe one 
who, for the time being, comes under 
observation. Oi rapdacovres twas 
(ch. i. 7) are the class generally, 6 Ta- 
péoowy is the individual of the class 
who may happen to call forth the Apos- 
tle’s censure; émijpe roy Adyov, Chrys. ; 
compare Madvig, Synt. § 14. 
Bactdoet Td Kpipal ‘shell bear 
(‘ut grave onus,’ Beng.), the judgment 
(he deserves) ;’ kptua not being equiva- 
lent to cardxpima, nor used as cause for 
effect, sc. ‘ punishment’ (Schott, Olsh.), 
but retaining its proper meaning both 
here and Rom. ii. 3, al. and with app. 
ref. to the judgment which he will re- 
ceive from God ; dikas dpeiAovot TE Oca, 
Theod. The idea of ‘punishment,’ or 
‘condemnation,’ is conveyed by, and to 
be deduced from the context; see Fritz. 
Rom, @. ce. Vol. 1. p. 94. boTLs 
hv 7] ‘whoever he may be ;’ not with 
any reference to the dignity of the 
momentarily-selected individual («dy 
Meydror twts SoxGor Kal atidmoror, 
Theoph.), but simply with the znelu- 
sive reference of the formula; comp, 
Acts. iii. 23. 

ll. éyd d€, &deApol] ‘But I, 
brethren,’ —with abrupt reference to 
what might have been said of himself, 
The connection between this and the 
preceding verse is not perfectly clear. 
The use of the expression 6 tapdoowy 
appears to have suggested the remem- 
brance that he himself was open to the 
charge of being a subverter, inasmuch 
as he had circumcised Timothy. The 
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x / S \ v BA 
pot, eb Teprtouny ert Knptoow, Ti ért SvdKomar; dpa KaTi\pyntas 


replication is final and decisive; ‘But 
if it be a fact that I really do still 
preach ectrcumcision, what further ground 
is there for persecuting me?’ z. e. ‘the 
very fact of my persecution is a proof 
that I am not a preacher of circumci- 
sion ;’ see esp. Theoph. zn doc. 

knpvaocw| ‘if I 
preach circumcision, ‘if, as is assumed 
to be a matter of fact (compare notes on 
ch. i. 9), cirewmeision is still what I 
preach ;’ the emphasis resting not on 


> y 
tb WEptt. ETL 


Knpvoow (TovtécTw ovx ofTw KEeAw TiC- 
Tevew .. TepléTeuoy phy yap [Tv Tipd- 
Secor], ov« exhpvéia Se mepitouny, Chrys.), 
but on the prominently placed repiroujy. 
The ér: does not suggest any contrasted 
reference to the period before the coming 
of Christ (‘still—as in the ante-Chris- 
tian times,’ Olsh.),— a reference which 
would here be very pointless, nor again 
to any special change in the Apostle’s 
teaching since he had become a Chris- 
tian, — for which there is not the slight- 
est grounds, but simply to the period 
prior to his conversion, ‘ s¢i//, in contrast 
to my former Judaism ;’ comp. Wieseler, 
Chronol. p. 206 note. The Apostle might 
not have ‘ preached’ circumcision before 
his conversion, but he strenuously adyo- 
cated (aepiscorepws (nawths imdpxwv TGV 
marpikav pov mapaddcewr, ch. i. 14) all the 
principles of Judaism; comp. Neander, 
Planting, p. 304, note. The present 
tense is probably used, as Schott ob- 
serves, from his having the present ac- 
cusation of his adversaries in his mind. 
wl rt Bidnopat] ‘why am I still 
persecuted,’ almost ‘why am I to be,’ 
etc. ; this second 27: being, as De Wette 
observes, logical; see Rom. iii, 7, rf @ 
«ayo &s GuaptwAds xptvoua, ‘what fur- 
ther ground is there for,’ etc., Rom. ix, 
19, al. ipa] ‘then after all,’ 
“*ergo,’ Vulg., Clarom. (see Hand, Tur- 


sell, Vol. 11. p. 450 sq.) ; inference from 
what has preceded, not perhaps here 
without some tinge of ironical reference 
to a conclusion that could not have been 
expected. The fundamental idea of dpa 
is ‘distance or progression (to another 
step in the argument)’; from which 
the derivative meaning, — that at the 
advanced point at which we have ar- 
rived, our present view is different to 
our antecedent one, can easily be de- 
duced ;’ see esp. Donalds. Crat. § 192. 
That this, however, is the normal and 
primary idea of the particle (see Har- 
tung, Parttk. &pa, 1. 38, Vol. 1. p. 422) 
cannot now be maintained; see Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. 11. p. 160 sq., where the 
whole question is discussed at great 
length. According to this writer, dpa 
involves ‘significationem levioris cujus- 
dam ratiocinationis, que indicat rebus 
ita comparatis, aliquid ita aut esse aut 
ficri,’ 2 Devar. p. 167. The inter- 
rogatory form (apa), as adopted by Syr., 
Ust., al., seems here less forcible and 
appropriate. Td oKxdvdadrov 
Tov atavpod| ‘the offence of the 
cross,’ ‘offendiculum crucis,’ Beza; the 
offence which the Jews took at Chris-| 
tianity, because faith in a crucified) 
Saviour, — faith without legal observ- 
ances, was alone offered as the means 
of salvation; odd¢ yap oltws 5 otavpds 
fv ockavdarl(way tovs “lovdatovs as Td 
ph dev meiXecSat Trois marpsois vduots, 
Chrys. ; compare 1 Cor. i. 18, etc., see 
Brown, Galat. p. 278, Usteri, Lehrb. 1. 
2.1, p. 253. Sxavdadov, though occur~ 
ring (quotations included) 15 times in 
the N. T. and 25 times in the LXX and 
Apocrypha, is scarcely ever found ‘ apud 
profanos.’ ZxavdddnSpov 7rd éevioTdue- 
yov rats pudypaus, Poll. Onomast. x. 34, 
occasionally occurs; ¢. g. in a metaphor- 
ical sense, Aristoph. Acharn. 687. 
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TATOUVTES UUGS. 


12. 3perorv] ‘I would that; indig- 
nant wish called forth by the. last 
deduction, and by the thought of the 
antagonism of circumcision to the cross 
of Christ; see Ewald in loc., and com- 
pare ch. ii, 21,, This word is: used 
purely as a particle, both in the .N. T. 
(see 1 Cor. iv..8,.2 Cor..xi. 1), and in 
the LXX, e.g. Exod. xvi. 3, Numb. xiv. 
2, xx. 38, Psalm cxviii. 5; see Winer, 
Gr. § 41..5.,2, p. 270, Sturz, de Dialect. 
Maced. s. v. § 12... Its construction, 
therefore, here with a future, though 
unusual and (appy. according to Lucian, 
“Solee. 1) soleecistic, need not have 
caused Bengel to alter the punctuation 
(7d. cxdvdarov tod otavpod: dpedor.), 
and to connect dpedoy as a kind of ex- 
clamation (‘velim ita sit !’) with what 
precedes. On the similar use of &pedrov 
and &eAe in later writers, comp. Matth. 
Gr, § 518. obs. 3, and on the correct and 
classical use (‘ &peAoy non nisi tum adhi- 
beri, quum quis optat, ut fuerit aliquid, 
vel sit, vel. futurum sit, quod. non fuit, 
aut est, aut futurum est’), see. Herm. 
Viger, No. 190. kal amon d- 
Wovrat| ‘they would even cut themselves 
off (from you).’ The exact meaning of 
these words has been much_ discussed. 
The usual passive translation (‘ abscin- 
dantur,’. Vulg., Goth.  appy. .Syr. 
[Schaaf], A&th.-Platt, Arm.), cannot 
be defended, as the N. T. furnishes no 
certain instance of a similar enallage. 
The. most plausible is 1 Cor. x. 2, cad 
mavtes éBamrticavto, but even here the 
middle, voice (sc. ‘baptismum suscepe- 
runt,’ Beng.) may be correctly main- 
tained; see Winer, Gr, § 38. 4, p. 228, 
and exx. in Jelf, Gr. § 364. 4..a, We 
have thus only. two possible. translations, 
(a) ‘I would that they would even. cut 
themselves off (plane discedant) from 


communion with you,’ Bretschn.; or 


(g) ‘I would that they would (not only \ 


circumcise, but) even castrate them- 


selves ;’ wh mepirepvérdwoay pdvor, GAG 


xal amoxorrécawoay, Chrys., amoxdmous 
éavrovs émolnoay, Cicum.: see exx. in 
Wetst. in loc. 
bodily mutilation is adopted by the prin- 
cipal patristic expositors, as well as by 
most modern writers; and it must be 
admitted that thus not only «ai is more 
readily explained, and the expression of 
the wish (8peAov) more easily accounted 
for, but that there is also a species of 
parallelism in the use of kxararoujy, 
Phil. iii. 2. Still as there seems no cer- 
tain traceof this corporeal reference in 
any of the ancient Vvy.,—as in some 
(A&th.-Platt, and perhaps Arm.) the 
reference seems plainly ethical, — as there 
is a seeming contrast in the cadciv em) of 
the confirmatory clause which follows, 
and as. this. seems alone suited to the 
earnest gravity with which St. Paul 
is here addressing his converts,,we adopt 
somewhat unhesitatingly the former in- 
terpretation. The Apostle’s deep in- 
sight into the exact spiritual state of the 
Galatians, and the true affection that 
throughout the Epistle tempers even his 
necessary severity, leads him here to ex- 
press as a wish, what he might have 
(as. in 1.Cor. v..11) urged as a com- 
mand: comp. Waterl., Works, Vol, m1. 
p., 458. ol avactat. Suas| 
‘they who are unsetiling you,’ Hamm., 
Sc. ‘your subverters ;’ the participle with 
its case becoming by means of the arti- 
cle a kind of substantive; see notes and 
reff, on ch. i. 28. The verb dvacratooy 
(Hesych, avarpémew) occurs three times 
in the N.T. (Acts xvii. 6, xxi. 38) as 
an equivalent of the more usual avdora- 
tov mwoeiv, but is of rare, occurrence 


This latter reference to } 


—~ 


(Cuap. V. 13, 14. 


Do not misuse your free- 
dom, but love one:another. 
Love is the fulfilment of 
the law; hatred brings de- 
struction. 


Dots. 


(Wetst. on Acts xvii. 6), and is said to 
belong to that somewhat numerous class 
of words (Tittm. Synon. p. 266) which 
are referred to the Macedonian dialect; 
see Sturz, de Dial. Maced. § 9, p. 146. 
It has a stronger meaning than rapdoow, 
and is admirably paraphrased by Chrys., 
amd Tis &vw ‘lepovcadyp Kad tis eAcvdé- 
pas éxBaddvtes, BiaCduevor 5& Kaddmep 
aiXMaA@Tous kal petavdotas TAaVaTSaL. 

yap] ‘For ye; com- 
Mmencement of a new paragraph, and 
according to Olsh., De W., al., of a 
new portion (the hortatory) of the Epis- 
tle; évratSa Aoimdy Sone? pev eis tov 
HSikdoy euBalvew Adyov, Chrys. St. Paul 
knew so well the human heart, its ten- 


13. duets 


-dencies and temptations, and saw so 


| 
\ 
[ 
| 


clearly how his own doctrine of Chris- 
tian liberty might be perverted and 
adulterated, that he at once hastens, 
with more than usual earnestness, to 
trace out the ineffaceable distinction be- 


| tween true spiritual freedom, and a car- 


{nal and antinomian license. 


\ 


There is, 
however, no marked or abrupt division, 
but one portion of the epistle passes in- 
sensibly into the other. yap is 
thus not illative (Turner), nor a mere 
particle of transition (Brown), but stands 
in immediate connection with the pre- 
ceding words, which it serves to confirm 
and justify ; ‘and I may well wish that 
they would cut themselves off from your 
communion, for ye were called to a state 
with which they have nothing in com- 
mon.’ The reading 3¢, found in FG; 
80; Chrys., Aug., al., seems a very pal- 
pable correction. ém édNEevse- 
pla] ‘for freedom ;’ ém here denoting 
the purpose or object for which they were 


\ called; compare 1 Thess. iv. 7, od yap 
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®\Tpeis yap én’ erevSepia exrjSnre, dder- 
poi povov pr thy édevSepiav eis adopyhy tH 
capi, GA dia Ths dyamns Sovrevere GAA 
“6 yap mas vowos év él Ady TemdIpata, ev TO 


exdrcoey buds 6 Oeds em) dxaSapota, 
where see notes im Joc. Further exx, 
will be found in Winer, Gr. § 48. c, p. 
351, and in Rost. u. Palm, Lez. s. v. 1. 
2. f, Vol. 1. p. 1040. wn Thy 
éAcudeptav] ‘make not your liberty ;’ 
scil. wo.etre, tpérere {not, however, used 
in N. T.], dace (FG; Boern., al), or 
some similar verb. Instances of this 
very intelligible and idiomatic omission 
of the verb after uy are cited by Har- 
tung, Partik. wh, 6. b. 4, Vol. 1. p. 153, 
Klotz. Devar. Vol. u. p. 669, Winer, 
Gr. § 66. 1. 5, p, 663: compare Hor. 
Epist. 1.5.12, *Quo mihi fortunas, si 
non conceditur uti.’ Such ellipses must 
of course be common in every cultivated 
language. 51a THs dyads] 
‘ by the love ye evince,’ ‘by your love,’ 
not ‘in your love’ (Peile), with any 
reference to state or condition (compare 
Rom. iv. 11, 5? a&xpoBvorias, viii. 25, 57 
imoumovnjs, al.; Winer, Gr. § 47. i, p. 
339), but simply ‘per caritatem,’ Vulg., 
Armen, [instrumental case], Copt. ; love 
was to be the means by which their re- 
ciprocal dovAefa was to be shown. 

The reading tH aydrn Tod Mvevuatos, 
found in DEFG; 81; Clarom., Goth., 
Copt. [Wilk., but not Bottich.]; Bas., 
al., is in addition suggested by the pre- 
ceding capkds. dovarAcveTe] 
‘be in bondage,’ ‘servite,’ Vulg., Cla- 
rom.; in antithesis to the preceding 
erevdeplay:. ovx elmev dyamare &AAHAOUS, 
GmAGs, GAAG SovAEvETE, Thy emiTETA- 
pévnv dndGy pirlay, Chrys. 

14.6 yap mas vopmos| ‘For the 
whole law ;’ confirmation from Scripture 
of the command immediately preceding, 
dia THs aydans kK. T. A. A few instances 
of this order occur in the N. T.; see 
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14. ceavrdv] Tisch, (ed. 2) here adopts the more difficult, though not wholly 
unusual reading éavrbv (see Winer, Gr. § 22. 5) too much in defiance of external 
authority. Zeavtly is supported by ABCDEK; very many mss. ; Mare. ap. 
Epiph., Theodoret, Dam. (Rec., Griesb., Scholz, Tisch. ed. Lachm.). ‘Eavtdy ap= 
pears only in FGJ ; appy. the majority of mss. ; Theophyl., Gscum., ( Mey., Tisch. ). 
Usteri very plausibly suggests the falling away of one of the contiguous sigmas 


in the course of transcription. 


Middl. Greek Art. ch. vir. p. 104, note 
where Rose cites Acts xx. 18, 1 Tim. i. 
16 (sing.), Acts xix. 7 (plural); add 
xxvii. 37. éy évl Ady] ‘in 
one word,’ scil. in one declaration or 
commandment: comp. Rom. xiii. 9. 

memAhpwrat| ‘hath been (and is) ful- 
filled” This reading is supported no 
less by external evidence [ABC; 6 
mss.; Marc. in Epiph., Damasc. (2), 
Aug.] than by internal probability. 
While aAnpodra (Rec.) would imply 
that the process of fulfilment was still 
going on, the perfect memAnpwrat suita- 
bly points to the completed and perma- 
nent act; comp. Rom. xiii. 8, 6 ayanav 
voy Erepoy vduov memANpwKev, — Aa Mean- 
ing of the perf. which Marcion (accord- 
ing to Tertull. adv. Mare. v. 4) appears, 
either ignorantly or wilfully, to have 
misunderstood, ‘ adimpleta est, quasi jam 
non adimplenda.’ It may be ob- 
served that there is no discrepancy 
between this passage and Matth. xxii, 
38, Mark xii. 29; for, as Meyer observes, 
St. Paul here takes a lofty spiritual 
eminence, from which, as it were, he 
sees all other commands so subordinated 
to the law of love, that he cannot con- 
sider the man who has fulfilled this in 
any other light than as having fulfilled 
the whole law: comp. Usteri, Lehrd. 11, 
1. 4, p. 242, Reuss, Théol. Chreét. rv. 19. 
Vol. 11. p. 204 sq. The explanation of 
Vorstius and others rAnpododa = avare- 
gparatodorxa, Rom. xiii. 9, here falls far 
short of the full spiritual meaning of 


the passage, and also is at variance with 
the regular meaning of wAnp. in the 
N. T.; see Matth. iii. 15, Rom. viii. 4, 
Xlitt SyColeeive lee ayan q- 
oes] ‘Thou shalt love.” The use of the 
imperatival future appears in the N. T, 
under three forms; (a) as a mild im- 
perative, in simple prohibition ; compare 
Matth. vi. 5, od @on ds of broxpitat ; (b) 
as a strong imperative, including pro- 
hibition and reproof; compare Acts xiii, 
10, ob maton Siactpépwy tas bobs Ku- 
plov; (ce) as a legislative imperative, — 
both negatively (Matth. v. 21, Rom. vii 
7, al ), and positively, as here, and Rom, 
xiii. 9. The two former usages (which 
in fact may be considered as one, varied 
only by the tone of the speaker) are 
common in classical Greek, see Jelf, Gr. 
§ 413. 1, 2, Bernh. Synt. x. 5, p. 878. 
the latter seems distinctly Hebraistic ; 
comp. Gayler, Part. Neg. u. 3. 3, p. 75, 
Winer, Gr. § 43. 5, p. 282. The uses 
of the future in the LXX appear to be 
very varied, and serve to express, nega- 
tively, guod non convenit (Gen. xx. 9), 
quod non potest (Gen. xxxii, 12: comp. 
Matth. iv. 4, al.), and positively, guod 
Meet (Numb, xxxii. 24), quod solet 
(Deut. ii, 11). These are almost purely 
Hebraistic ; see esp, Thiersch, de Pentat. 
ut. § 11 sq. 

15. Sdevere kal caterdlere] 
‘ bite and devour ;’ obd« elme, SAK VET €, 
Ldvoy Sep éor) Sumoupévov, AAAX Kar, Ka 
tea dlere, drep corly euucvortos Th To- 
ynpia. 46 uty yap ddxvev dpyhs ewrhpwoe 
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law condemns; and not according to the flesh, the works of which exclude from the kingdom of God. 


mddos: 6 dé Katecdlov Snpiwdias eoxdrns 
mapeaxev amddeitiv, Chrys. Instances of 
a similar use of ddxvere are cited by 
Kypke, Ods. Vol. 1. p. 287, Wetst. in 
loc. avarkwdit«] ‘be con- 
sumed,’ ‘consumamini,’ Vulg., Clarom. ; 
continuation of the metaphor, there 
being appy. a species of climax in 
the three verbs Sdxvete, kareoSiere, and 
avadwSfre. The meaning is sufficiently 
explained by Chrys., 4 yap Sidoracis Kat 
h paxn PSopoToidy rad avarwrixdy Kal Tov 
dexoudvay avthy, Kal cicaysyTwy. 

16. Aéyw Sé] ‘Now I say.’ The 
Apostle now reverts to the first portion 
of the command in ver. 13, uh thy éAev- 
Seplay eis apopuyny TH capKi. 
Mvedvpar] ‘by the Spirit ;’ not exactly 
‘in (khen) the Spirit,’ Copt., still less 
¢Spiritui vitam consecrate’ (dat. com- 
modi; Fritz. Rom. Vol. 1. p. 225), but 
simply ‘ Spiritu,’ Vulg., Clarom., — the 
dative being here what is called the dat. 
norme, and indicating the metaphorical 
path, manner, or rule of the action; 
compare ch. vi. 16, Acts xv. 1, Phil. iii. 
16, and see Hartung, Casus, p. 79, 
Winer, Gr. § 31. 6. b, p. 193, Bernh, 
Synt. m1. 14, p. 102, and exx. collected 
by Fritz. Rom. xiii. 13, Vol. m1. p. 142. 
It is necessary to observe that Mvevpari 
is not ‘after a heavenly or spiritual man- 
ner,’ Peile (kara tas mvevparixas evroAds, 
Schol. ap. Matth.), — a very insufficient 
paraphrase, nor even, ‘in accordance 
with indwelling grace’ (mvetua 5¢ Thy 
évoixovcay xdpw, attn yap em re 
Kpelttw modnyel Thy Wuxhv, Theod.), as 
all such cases tend to obscure the true 
nature of the contrast between Mvedua 
and odpt. Whenever these two words 
stand thus opposed, it has been satisfac- 
torily shown by Miller (On Sin, Vol. 1. 
p. 854 sq., Clark,) that the Mveiua is 
not either the spiritual part of man (das 

17 


Geistige), or the human spirit, if even 
always strengthened by the Holy Spirit, 
— the ‘divinized spiritual’ (das Geist- 
liche; comp. Reuss, Théol. Chrét. Vol. 
u. p. 64), but the Holy Spirit itself, in 
so far as it is conceived the governing 
principle in man, the active and ani- 
mating principle of Christian life, the 
Tvetua ths (wis ev Xp. Ino. Rom. viii. 
2, the Tv. Xpiorov, Ty. Ocod, 7b. ver. 9; 
see also Neander, Planting, Vol. 1. p. 
467 (Bohn), and esp. Hofmann, Schriftd. 
Vol. 1. p. 254 sq. On the omission 
of the article, see notes on ver. 6, and 
on the meaning of wepirarety as imply- 
ing life in its regular and practical 
manifestations, see notes on Phil, iii. 
12, and on 4 Thess. iv. 12. 

émiSuplav capKds| ‘the desire of 
the flesh ;’ scil. all the motions and 
desires of the merely natural man, all) 
that tends to earth and earthlinesé./ 
The meaning of c&pé in this important 
and deeply suggestive passage deserves 
the reader’s careful consideration. The 
context seems clearly to show that here, 
as in many other passages in the N. T., 
capt is not merely the carnal as opposed 
to the spiritual, — the purely sensational 
part of man, but comprehends in a more 
gencral notion the whole ‘life and move- 
ment of man in the world of sense’ ( Miil- 
ler), or perhaps, to speak a little more 
precisely, the ‘ whole principle and realm 
of earthliness and earthly relations’ 
(cdpka evraida roy Aoytoudy Kare? Toy 
yewdn, Chrys.); selfishness, as Miiller 
has well observed, ever appearing in the 
background, The transition from this 
to the more definitely ethical notions of 
weakness, sin, and sensationalism, which 
Miiller has too much lost sight of (see 
notes on Col. ii. 11), is thus easy and 
natural; see esp. the good article of 
Tholuck, Stud. u. Krit, for 1855, p. 
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Supiay capkos ov ph Tedonte. “ 4 yap cap& erisupet Kata 


17. tadra ydp] So Lachm. and Tisch, (ed. 1), with BDIEFG; 17; Vulg., 
Clarom., Copt., Arm.; Latin Ff. (Mey., Alf., Bagge),— and appy. correctly, as 
ag, though strongly supported, viz., by ACD®JK; nearly all mss.; Syr. (both), 
Eth. (both) ; Chrys., Theodoret, Dam., al. (Ree., Griesb., Scholz) is much more 
likely to have been a’change from yap (to avoid the seeming awkwardness of a 


repetition of the particle) than vice versa. 


There is also some weight in the in- 


ternal evidence; the repetition of yap being so well-known a characteristic of the 


Apostle’s style. 


485—488, Miller, On Sin, Vol. 1 p. 
850. sq. (Clark), and. compare Beck, 
Seelenl, 11. 18,:p. 53, Delitzsch, Bidl. 
Psychol. v. 6, p. 325 sq. ov Mh 
TEeAé€anTe] ‘ye shall not accomplish ;’ 
‘non perficietis,’ Vulg., Clarom. ; comp. 
Matth. x. 23, ob wh reAgonte Tas WéAcis. 
This clause: may be translated. either 
(a) imperatively ; Kal being the simple 
copula joining two imperatival clauses, 
the first expressed affirmatively, the 
second negatively (Copt., Arm., Aith., 
and more recently Hamm., Mey., al.), 
or (6) as a future, in which case ka will 
be consecutive, and nearly. equiv, to ‘ita 
fiet ut ;? compare notes on Phil. iv. 42. 
Of these (a) is perfectly admissible on 
grammatical. grounds; for the general 
principle —that od mh) with the 2nd 
pers. fut. is prohibitive, and that, with 
the other persons of the future and all 
persons of the subj., it enounces a ne- 
gation, and. not a prohibition (Hermann 
on Elmst. Med. 1120, p. 391) — includes 
so many scarcely doubtful exceptions 
even. in classical. Greek (see exx. in 
Gayler, Partic. Neg. p. 485), that it 
may be sometimes doubted whether the 
first negative both in od mw} and ph ob 
may. not really be ‘oratorium magis 
quam logicum’ (Gayler), Be this as it 
may, it seems certain that in, the later 
Greek and esp. in the LXX, this’ use 
of od uw} in nearly all combinations, but 
esp. with subj.; is so very abundant (see 
exx. in Gayler, p. 440), that no’ gram- 
matical: objections (opp. to Bloomf.) can 


be urged against the prohibitive usage. 
As, however, there is no distinct in- 
stance of ‘such a construction in the 
N.-T., and still more as the next verses 
seem more naturally to supply the rea- 
sons for the assertion than for: the com- 
mand, it seems best with Vulg., Clarom., 
Syr., and appy. Goth. (see De Gabel. 
Gr. Goth, § 182.1. b.3) to adopt. the 
future translation. On the use of the 
subj. aor. for the future in negative 
enunciations, see notes and reff. on ch. 
iv. 80; and on the subject of the verse 
as limited to religious contentions, see 
2 sermons by Howe, Works, Vol. ut. 
p- 123 sq. (ed. Hewlett). 

17.7 yap capé& x. 7. d.| ‘for the 
flesh. lusteth against the Spirit ;’ reason 
for the foregoing declaration that walk- 
ing after the Spirit will preclude the 
fulfilling the lusts of the flesh; «merito 
hoe addit cum in’ uno et codem homine 
regenerato sit caro et Spiritus: cujus 
certamen copiosissime explicatur, Rom. 
vu, [15—20],’ Beza. In the following 
words the order avrix, addAhaos [Ree. 
with JK; mss.; Ff.] is rightly reversed 
with greatly preponderating authority. - 
tva gd] ‘to the end that ye may not ;’ 
not ‘so that ye cannot do,’ Auth, (od 
ém)aitias elmev, GAN ws a&xddovSoyv Kkat& 
7d olxetoy idiwua, ‘Theod.), but with the 
usual and proper (telie) force of tva ‘ut 
non queecunque vultis illa (ista, Cl.) 
faciatis,’ Vulg., Clarom., compare Goth., 
Eth, ; the object and end of the 7d ap- 
Tixetodou on the part of each Principle 
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aA XN 


os. avTixetat, va ps) & dv 


is to prevent. man doing what the other 
Principle would lead him to; ‘7d Mvedua 
impedit vos, quo minus perficiatis 74 zs 
nH oapé adversatur vobis 
-ubi ra tod Mveduaros peragere studetis,’ 
Winer; see Fritz. Excurs. in Matth. p. 
838, Baur, Paulus, p. 533 sq., and com- 
pare the very good remarks of Ham- 
mond, Serm.,vu. Part 1. ps. 123 (Ang. 
Cath., Libr.) where, although he quotes 
the eventual (ecbatic) sense of fa in 
translation he almost appears to adopt 
.the final sense in his remarks and-de- 
ductions.. On the use of wa in the 
N. T., see notes on Eph. i. 17, Fritz. 
Excurs, l. c., and Winer, Gr. § 53. 6, 
p. 406, and for a notice and example 
of its secondary-telic, or sub-final. use, 
notes on 1. Thess. v. 4.. Neither this 
derivative sense, however, nor any as- 
sumed eventual foree (opp. to Ust. and 
De W.) is here tobe ascribed to’ the 
particle, both being. appy.: inconsistent 
with the probable: meaning of SéAnte ; 
see next note. Bay séanrel 
‘ whatsoever. ye may wish. This latter 
clause will admit of three. different ex- 
planations, according as Séaynre is. re- 
ferred to (a) the carnal.will ; John, viii. 
44, 1 Tim. v. 11; (4) the moral or better 
will, or (c) the free-will in its ordinary 
acceptation. Of these explanations, the 
first (a), though supported both by Chrys., 
Theod., and several distinguished mod- 
erm expositors (Bull, Harm, Ap. u. 9. 
25. sq., Neander, Planting, Vol. 1. p. 
468, ed. Bohn), must still be pronounced 
logically inconsistent..with tadra yap 
GAAY Gti. Which seems rather to point 
to the opposition incurred than the vic+ 
tory gained by the Spirit. The second 
(4), though perhaps in a less degree, is 
open to the same objection, notwith- 
standing the support it may be thought 


capkés,..contra 


ft lal A 
SeAnte TavtTa Towjre. 


® et Oé IIvev- 


to receive from: Rom. vii. 151sq., where 
SéAew seems to: point to the imperfect 
though: better. will; see Calv., Schott, 
De W., who conceive that St. Paul is 


-here: expressing briefly what in Rom, 


Z..c. he*is stating more at length. The 
simple and logical connection of the 
words is, however, much: better ‘sup- 
ported by. (c), subject only to this neces- 
sary and obvious limitation; that this 
iadpsoros wdxn must be only predicated, 
in its full extent, of the earlier and 
more imperfect stages of a Chrisvian 
course; see Olsh. in Joc.» The sta\.e of 
the true believer is conflict, but with final 
victory, — a truth that was felt even by 
the Jews, among whom Abraham, Isaac, 
Jacob, and more especially Joseph, were 
ever cited as instances of ‘a victorious 
issue: Schoettg. de  Lucté Carnis et 
Spiritus, 1.10, 11 ( Vol.t.\p. 1204.) 
18. ef S€ «. 7. A.) ‘But of ye be led 
by the Spirit ;’: contrasted ‘state to the 
struggle described in the preceding verse ; / 
‘ubi vero Sp. vincit, acie res decernitur,” 
Beng. When the Spirit becomes truly 
the leading and guiding principle, then, / 
indeed, the doubtful struggle has ceased Pi 
there would be no fulfilling of the works 
of the flesh, and by consequence no 
longer any bondage to the law ; compare 
Maurice, Unity of N. T., p» 510, and 


‘Baur, Paulus, p: 534, note. 


Mvevpats &yecde|] ‘by the Spirit ;’ 
instrumental dative; comp. 2 Tim. iii. 
6, aydueva emiSuplos: moucldais, and see 
Winer, Gr. § 31. 7, p. 194, and’ exx. 
collected by Kypke, Obs. Vol.11. p. 172. 
Who can doubt, says’ Miiller’ (‘Doetr. 
Sin, Vol. 1. p. 855, Clark), that Ty. 
&yeo®. here entirely corresponds in the 
mind of the Apostle with Rom. ‘viii. 14, 
Mvetuart @cod B&yovrar; and that thus 
the fuller and deeper meaning of TMvedpa 
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must be maintained throughout this par- 
agraph. ovK eort bd vopor] 
‘ye are not under the law ;’ — not, on the 
one hand, because there is now no need 
of its beneficial influences (od Se?ra: ris 
é&md rod véuou Bondelas, Chrys., al.), nor 
on the other, because it is now become 
an alien principle (Usteri, Lehrd. 1. 4. 
A, p. 57), but simply — ‘ because it finds 
nothing in you to forbid or to condemn ;’ 
see ver. 23, The more obvious conclu- 
sion might have seemed, ‘ye are not 
under the influences of the flesh ;’ but 
as the law was confessedly the principle 
which was ordained against the influ- 
ences and épya ris capxds (Rom. vii. 7 
sq.), the Apostle (in accordance with 
the general direction of his argument) 
draws his conclusion relatively rather to 
the principle, than to the mere state and 
influences against which that principle 
was ordained. 

19. pavepa dé] ‘But, to explain 
and substantiate more fully the last as- 
sertion (ovx éoré tmd vduov), the open 
difference between the works of the 
flesh (against which the law is ordained) 
and the fruit of the Spirit (against which 
there is no law) shall now be manifested 
by special examples.’ &riva 
éott] ‘of which class are ;’ not quite so 
much as ‘quippe que,’ De Wette, ‘ que 
quidem,’ Schott.,—but merely ‘such 
for instance as,’ 8or1s having appy. here 
its classifying force; see notes on ch. iv. 
24. mopvela] ‘fornication.’ 
Observe the prominence always given to 
condemnations of this deadly sin, it be- 
ing one of the things which the old 
pagan world deemed as merely &didopa.; 
see Meyer on Acts xy. 20. The 
insertion of poixela [Rec. with DE (FG 
eva) JK; Clarom., Goth., Syr.-Phil. ; 
Gr. and Lat, Ff.] and the change to 


plurals [FG ; Orig., al.] are rightly re- 
jected by the best recent editors with 
ABC; 3 mss., Vulg., Syr., Copt., déth. 
(both); Clem., Mare. in Epiph.; Cyr., 
al, axkasapota, aoérAvyera] 
‘uncleanness, wantonness ; comp. Rom. 
xiii. 18, 2 Cor. xii. 21 (where the same 
three words are in connection), Eph. iv. 
19. The distinction between these words 
is thus drawn by Tittmann, Synonym, 
p. 151, — da. (more generic) ‘ queeli- 
bet vitee animique impuritas;’ dcéAy., 
impudens 
hominis a&oeAyovs (qui nullam verecun- 
dize pudorisque rationem habet), — non 


‘protervitas et petulantia 


obsccenitas aut foeditas lubidinis ;’ comp. 
Etym. Mag. éacéryea: étoiudtns mpds 
macay ndovhv, and Trench, Synon. § xvi. 
where this latter word is defined as 
‘petulance or wanton insolence,’ and as 
somewhat stronger than ‘protervitas,’ 
and more nearly approaching ‘ petulan- 
tia.” The derivation is very doubtful ; 
it does not seem from S¢Ayew (Trench), 
but perhaps from ac. (satiety) and ery. 
connected with aay. (Benfey, Wurzellex. 
Vol. 11. p. 15), or more probably (Don- 
alds.) from @ priv. and caday-[cadayéw, 
oédas], the primary idea being ‘ dirti- 
ness,’ ‘ foulness,’ Winer observes 
that the vices here enumerated may be 
grouped into four classes,—(1) sen- 
suality ; (2) idolatry, not merely spir- 
itual, but actual, — amalgamation of 
Christianity and heathenism (1 Cor. 
viii. 7); comp. Neander, Planting, Vol. 
I. p. 243 note (Bohn); (8) madice; (4) 
excesses. Beng, similarly divides them as 
‘peccata commissa cum proximo, adver- 
sus Deum, adversus proximum, et circa se 
ipsum, cui ordini respondet enumeratio 
fructus Spiritus.’ There does not, how- 
ever, appear any studied precision in the 
classification ; St. Paul, as Aquinas re- 
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* eid@dorXaTpeia, pappaxeia, éySpar, Epis, LHpros, Supol, épuseias, 


marks, ‘non intendit enumerare omnia 
vitia ordinate et secundum artem, sed 
illa tantum in quibus abundant, et in 


quibus excedunt illi ad quos scribit.’ 
oy 


20.pappaketal ‘sorcery,’ |e pan 
[magia] Syr. This word, like the Lat. 
‘veneficium’ (Vulg., Clarom.), may 
either imply (a) poisoning, as <Aith., 
perhaps Goth., ‘lubjaleisei’ [compare 
Angl,-Sax. ib.], al., or (8) sorcery, as 
Syr. (both), Copt. (appy.), Arm., al. 
The former is not improbable on account 
of its juxtaposition to @ydpa: (see exx. in 
Schleusn. Lex. in LXX. s. v., Exod. vii. 
11, al.) ; the latter, however, seems here 
more probable, sorcery, as Meyer notices, 
being especially prevalent in Asia; see 
Acts xix. 19. On the subject generally, 
see Delitzsch, Bibl. Psychol. 1v. 17, p. 
262, sq. Both in this and the fol- 
lowing words there is much variation 
between the sing. and plural forms. 
Ree. commences the list of plurals with 
ZxPpa; the singulars gps [ABD!; mss.] 
and ¢jAos [A ? BDIE (FG ¢ijaAous) 3 17. 
Goth.] seem, however, to have the crit- 
ical preponderance and are adopted by 
Lachm. Tisch., and most modern ed- 
itors. Svpol] ‘displeys of 
wrath ;} both this and the associated 
plurals serving to denote the various 
concrete forms of the abstract sins here 
specified; sce exx. of Svuol noticed by 
Lobeck, Ajax, 716, Bernhardy, Syné. 11. 
6, p. 62, and esp. the good note of Hein- 
ichen on Euseb. Eccl. Hist. vit. 6, Vol. 
mu. p. 18 sq. The meaning of Suds, 
as its derivation implies [S¥w, perhaps 
connected with Sanser, dhu, ‘ agitare,’ 
Pott, Etym. Forsch. Vol. 1. p. 211], 1s 
not so much ‘inimicitia hominis acerbi 
et iracundi’ (Tittm. Synon. p. 183), as 
tracundia, or rather excandescentia, the 
principal idea being that of ‘eager mo- 
tion towards,’ ‘impulse ;’ see esp. Don- 


alds. Crat. § 473, — where, however, the 
derivation of Sw is plausibly referred to 
©E-, on the principle of ‘suggestion by 
contrast.’ It thus differs from dpyh, 
both in its rise, as more sudden (Luke 
iv. 28, Acts xix. 28), and its nature, as 
less lasting (compare Ecclus, xlviii. 10, 
Komdga dpyhv mpd Suuod); see Trench, 
Synon, § xxxvi., Fritz, Rom. Vol. 1. p. 
105, and notes on Eph. iv. 31. 

€prdetar] ‘caballings ;’ compare Syr. 


jaa. [rebellio, calumnia]. The ac- 


curate meaning of the word éprdela 
appears to have been missed by most of 
the older, and indeed most of the mod- 
ern expositors, by whom it is commonly 
connected with gs (compare Cicum.), 
and understood to mean ‘contention ;’ 
comp, ‘rixa,’ Vulg. ‘inritationes,’ Cla- 
rom. 
is, however, with the Homeric word 
&tos, ‘a day-laborer,’ 
either with @pioy (Thy épyaCoudyny ré& 
%pia, Phavor. Eclog. p. 201, ed, Dind.), 
or more probably with ”EPQ, ép5w, épédw ; 
Its 
meaning, then, is (a) Labor for hire ; 
compare Suidas, s. v. dexd(ecSa; (B) 
Scheming or intriguing for office, «am- 
bitus :’ compare Aristot. Pol. v. 2. 3. p. 
1302, (ed. Bekk.); (y) Party-spirit. a 
contentious spirit of faction; compare 
Schol. ap. Matth. épid. eupiadvericor 
mpdéers, and Steph. Thes. s. v. where 
there are also traces of a right percep- 
tion of the true meaning. Of these 
(y) seems to be the prevailing meaning 
in the N. T., where épud. occurs no less 
than 7 times, and in the following com- 
binations; in Rom. ii. 8, of ef pid. are 
coupled with of admremMoivres TH GAndela, 


eS) 


Its true etymological connection, 


and thence 


compare Lobeck, Patholog. p. 355. 


and in antithesis to of ka’ brouovhy &p- 
you ayaS00; in 2 Cor. xii. 20, épidetat 
are enumerated between Svuo) and kata- 
AaAla; ‘n Phil. i. 16, ep. is in antithesis 
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21. pdvor] Omitted by Tisch. with B; 17. 33. 35. 57. 73; Demid. Aug.* ; 
Clem., Marcion ap Epiph., Iren.; Cypr., Hieron. (distinctly), Ambrst., Aug. 


([ZLachm.]|, approved by Milt). 


The authorities for the text are ACDEFGJK; 


great majority of mss.; Clarom., Boern., Vulg., Syr. (both), Copt., al. ; Chrys., 
Theod., al. (Rec., Griesb., Scholz, Mey., Alf., Bagge). These so decidedly prepon- 
derate, the characteristic paronomasia is so probable, and the omission in transcrip- 
tion, owing to the similarity in words, so very likely, that we do not hesitate to 


restore ¢dvot. 


to aydan; ib, li, 3, it-is connected with 
kevodotia, and in James iii. 14. 16, with 
Gjaos. In Ignat. Phuad. 8, épid. is 
opposed to xpicrouddera, It would thus 
seem that in all these passages, with the 
exception perhaps of Rom. J. ¢., and 
Phil. 7. c.,— where the context points 
less to party-spirit than to the conten- 
tiowsness it gives rise to (see notes on 
Phil. i. 17, Transl.) —the meaning of 
épis. is fairly covered by the definition 
of Fritz. as ‘summa invidia pectore in- 
clusa proclivitasque ad machinationes ;’ 
see Riickert on Rom, ii. 8, and esp. 
Fritz. Excursus on @pidos, épiSela, épi- 
Sevouat, Comm. on Rom, Vol. 1. p. 143 
sq. 


¢ divisions, 


dixooTtaclat, aipécers] 

parties; the ‘standing 
apart’ (comp. ‘tvisstasseis,’ Goth.) and 
divisions (Rom. xvi. 17) implied in the 
former word, leading naturally to the 
more determinate choice (‘electio pra- 
sertim discipline cujusdam’ Schott) 
exercised in the formation of the latter; 
comp. Theoph. and Bagge in Joe. 

21. wéSat, 
revellings,’ 


kGwotl ‘drunkenness, 
‘ebrietates, comessationcs,’ 
Vulg., Clarom.; the latter being the 
more generic and inclusive, to which 
the former was the usual accompani- 
ment. On the nocturnal «duo (7d 
doery Kal mopyind Bopata, cvumdora, 
Hesych.) of the ancients see Schwarz. 
de Comiss. Vet., Altdorf, 1744, Welcker 
in Jacobs, Philostr. 1. 2, p. 202 sq. 
and on the derivation of the word 


{appy. connected with ‘comaw, and 
from a root «-} Benfey, Wurzellex. Vol. 
u. p. 150. & mporéyw bpiv] 
‘about which I tell you beforehand 3’ 
either ‘ preemoneo, priusquam veniat dies 
retributionis, sive judicii, quem hic res- 
picit,’ Est., or more simply, ‘predico, 
ante eventum,’ Beng.; comp. 1 Thess, 
hii. 4. 
mpdooovres, a8 an accus. derived by at- 
traction from the accus. odjecti after that 
word (Schott, Olsh.); the ordinary ex- 
planation, ‘quod attinet ad ea que,’ 
(Camerar.), being perfectly satisfactory. 
In such cases, the relative is really gov- 
erned by the finite verb as a species of 
‘quantitative’ accus. ; its prominence in 
the sentence, and appy. absolute use 
being designed to call attention to that 
on which the thought or action princi- 
pally turns; comp. John. viii. 54, and 
see Scheuerl. Syn. § 8.4, p. 55. Such 
sentences often involve a slight, but 
perfectly intelligible, anacoluthon ; see 
Fritz. Rom. vi. 10, Vol. 1. p. 898, and 
compare notes on ch. ii. 20. 


It is not necessary to refer & to 


kKadas kal wpoetmror] ‘as I also 
told you beforehand,’ sc. when I was 
with you ; the cai appy. reminding them 
that these were warnings not new to 
them. The particle is omitted in BFG ; 
Amit., Demid.; Chrys. (1), al, and 
bracketed by Lachm., but rightly re- 
tained as part of the text by most recent 
editors, the external evidence in its fa- 
vor [ACDEJK; nearly all mss., and 
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most Vv.; Clem:, Chrys., Theod.] being 
80 gteatly preponderant. To, 
Totadtal] ‘such things as these, ‘ all 
such things.’ he article with roodros 
denotes a known person or thing, or the 
- whole class of such, but not an unde- 
fined individual out of the class; asin 
that case ro.wdres is anarthrous; see 
Kiihner on Xenoph. Mem. 1. 5. 2, and 
Kriiger, Spracht. § 50. 4. 6. 
Buotr. Oce0d ob KAnpov.] ‘shall 
not inherit the kingdom of God ;’ comp. 
Eph. v. 5, where with equal pertinence 
the declaration is made of present time. 
On the meaning of the inclusive term 
BaotrAclay @cod, —that kingdom which 
was completely established at the ascen- 
sion (see Jackson, Creed, x. 45. 2), of 
which Christ is the founder, and Christ 
(and God, Rev. xi. 15, xii, 10) the 
King, and of which the true Christian, 
even while here on earth, is a subject, 
see esp. Tholuck, Bergpred. p. 72 sq., 
Bauer, Comment. Theol. 11. p. 107 sq., 
Heemskerk, Notio rijs Bao. x. 7. A. 
(Amst, 1839), and the comments of 
Reuss, Théol. Chret. u. 4, Vol. 1. p. 
180 sq. On its distinction (whether 
‘in sensu tnitiali or finali’) from the 
more collective and, so to say, localized 
éxkAnoia, see Stier, Ephes., Vol. u. p. 
252 sq. 

22. kapwds|] ‘fruit,’ used appy- 
with a significant reference to the or- 
ganic development from their root, the 
Spirit (Olsh., Bloomf.) ; 8:0 rf 5& xapmdv 
Kade? TOU Tv. ; Ort Ta wey Tovnpa epya ek 
jay ylyverar wdvovr 5d Kar epya Karel 
ra b& Kade ov TIS HueTepas emedctas 
Setrar pdvov, GAAA Kal TIS TOD Ocod pi- 
AavSpwrlas, Chrys. It is possible that 
no marked distinction may be intended 
(Mey.), still, as kapmds is nearly always 
used by St. Paul ‘in bonam partem’ 


(Rom. i. 13, vi. 22, xv. 28, Eph. v. 9, 
Phil. i, 11, 22, iv. 17), and as even in 
Rom. vi. 21, where it is used in ref. to 
evil works, the same meaning (* what 
fruit,’ ¢. e. ‘what really beneficial ‘result 
had ye,’ etc.) appears to be preserved, 
we may safely press the peculiar mean- 
ing and significance of the term; see an 
excellent sermon on this text by San- 
derson, Serm. xvut. (ad Aul.), p. 594 
sq. (Lond. 1689). aya ns 
xapd] ‘love, joy ;’ &ydrn, as Mey. ob- 
serves, standing at the head, as the mov- 
ing principle of all the rest (compare 
1 Cor. xiii. 1 sq.), and yapa following, 
as that special gift of the Spirit (comp. 
1 Thess. i. 6), which ought to be the 
pervading principle of Christian life 
(Phil. iv. 4); comp. Reuss. Théol. Chreét. 
Iv. 18, Vol. 11. p. 202. eipnyn| 
‘peace ;? not so much here in ref. to 
peace with God (Phil. iv. 7, see notes 7m 
loc.) as, in accordance with the associated 
and partially contrasted terms éySpat 
k. T. A. (ver. 20),— peace with one 
another; compare 1 Thess. v. 15. On 
the meaning of parpoSuula (clementia, 
qua ire temperans delictum non statim 
vindices,’ Fritz. Rom. Vol. 1. p 98), see 
notes on Eph. iv. 2, and for its distine- 
tion from smrouovh, notes on Col. i. 11. 


xpnotétyns, ayadwaovrn) “benev- \ 


olence, goodness.’ These words are 
nearly synonymous, 
fined in [Plato] Def. 412 1, as Hous am- 
Aaorla per’ edvdoyiorlas) may perhaps 
denote that benevolence and sweetness 
of disposition (‘benignity,’ Wicl., 
Rhem.) which finds its sphere and 
exercise in our intercourse with one 
another; comp. Tit. iii, 4, where it is 
joined with giravSpwmia, and see Tittm, 
Synon. p. 140, Planck, Comment, Theol, 


Part 1. p. 197, and the citation from 


The former (de- 
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Jerome in Trench, Synon. Append. p. 
198 (cd. 1). The latter (éyaS.), 
a somewhat rare word (though occur- 
ring in three other places in St. Paul’s 
Epp. Rom. xv. 14, Eph. v. 9, 2 Thess. 
i. 11), seems more than % amnptiopevn 
éperh (Phavorinus, Zonaras) or even, 
‘animi ad optima queque propensio’ 
(Gom. on Rom, xv. 14), and may not 
improbably be extended to that ‘pro- 
pensio’ as exhibited in action, the pro- 
pension both to will and do what is 
good; see Stier, Ephes. Vol. 11. p. 265, 
and compare Suicer, Thes. Vol. 1. p. 16. 
The idea of ‘bountifulness,’? Nehem. 
ix. 25, is necessarily included. It may 
thus be distinguished from the some- 
what late word aya3dérns (Lob. Phryn. 
p- 350), which rather denotes ¢ goodness 
in its essence,’ and is thus commonly 
used in reference to God. mlo- 
tis] ‘faith; not merely ‘fidelitas, 
veracitas in promissis’ (Men, ap. Pol. 
Syn.), t. e., ‘good faith’ (Matth. xxiii. 
23; Tit. ii. 10, mioris dyadh), but trust- 
fulness (Conyb.), faith ia God’s promises 
and mercies and loving trust towards 
men; compare 1 Cor. xiii. 7, mavra mo- 
Tevet, where, like paxpodvula and ypyo- 
tétns (ver. 4), it stands as one of the 
characteristics of dyday. 

23. mpait ns] ‘meekness,’ ‘modes- 
tia,’ Vulg. The mpais is defined by 
Tittmann, Synon. p. 140, as ‘mansue- 
tus, qui eequo animo omnia fert (sanft- 
miithig), compare Aristot. Eth, 1v. 11. 
This, however, seems wholly insufficient ; 
the Christian grace of mpairys is not 
mere gentleness or drapatla, (ro Sucktyn- 


tov elvat mpds tas dpyds, Stob. Floril. 1. 
| 18), but appy. denotes a submissiveness 


to God as well as man, and may be 
distinguished from émiefkea as having 
its seat in the inner spirit, while the 


latter seeks to embody itself in acts; 
see Trench, Synon. § x1. 16, and notes 
on Col. iii. 12. On the orthography 
mpaérns (appy. the more Attic form, 
Phot. Lex. p. 886) or mpaiirns, compare 
Lobeck, Phryn. p. 403. éyKpa- 
Teta] ‘temperance, the exercise of 
control over passions and desires; com- 
pare Acts xxiv. 25, 2 Pet. i. 6; éyxp. dé 
gor apeth Tov emiSuunTiKod Kay Hy 
KaTéxovot TH Aoyious Tas emisuulas dp- 
pdoas ém ras gavdAas jdovds, Stob. 
Floril. 1% 18. It is distinguished by 
Diog. Laert. from cwppootyy as implying 
a control over the stronger passions, 
whereas the latter implies a self-restraint 
in what is less vehement; 7 cwopoodyn 
hpematas exer tas emiSuulas, 7 de eyKpa- 
tela opodpas, Suid. Lex s. y. Vol. 1. p. 
1138 (ed. Gaisf.). The addition of 
ayvela (DIEFG); Clarom. Vulg. [not 
Amit.; Bas., al.] is rightly rejected by 
appy- all recent editors. 
totovutwy) ‘all such things ;’ not masc. 


TOV 


(Theod.), but as seems much more nat- 
ural, and is perhaps suggested by the 
art. (Olsh.) newt. in reference to the pre- 
ceding virtues; compare the somewhat 
parallel passage, Stobzeus, FVori/. 18, fin., 
&xodoudel 58 77) apetH xXpnotdrns, émel- 
Kela, evyvwmootyn, €Ams ayadh, ett 5s 
kal rd To.adta, Brown’s argument (p. 
307) is certainly not convincing, ‘ro- 
ovrwy and toav’Twy,’—a curious over- 
sight. od« €ott vdmos] 
‘there is no (condemnatory) Jaw.’ The 
explanation per medosin, *tantum abest 
ut ils legis Mosaicze terrores sint metu- 
endi, ut potius Deo sint grati,’ Rosenm, 
(cited by Brown), is not satisfactory, 
St. Paul draws a contrast between the 
legal judgment under which the former 
class lay, and the freedom from it which 


those who are led by the Spirit enjoy ; 
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te 6 , 24 © QY a A 

Tw@Y OVK EoTW vomoS. ™ ot dé TOD XpioTod Ti cdpKa éoTavpwcay 
N: a , \ al ,, lal 

cuv Tos TaSnpacw Kal Tals ériSupiats. *» ef SSpev Ivevuarr, 


24. rob Xpictot] Tisch. adds *Incod with ABC; mss.; Copt., Sahid., 2th. 
(both) ; Cyr. (often), Doroth., Bas., Procop., Dam., al.; Aug. [Lachm.]. The 
external authorities for the omission are DEFGJK (FG add evtes, scil. ores); 
Vulg., Clarom., Syr. (both), Goth, Arm.; Chrys., Thcodoret, Pseud-Ath., al. ; 
very many Lat. Ff. (Rec., Griesb., Scholz, Alf.). Owing to the importance of 
ABC, the external evidence may perhaps be considered slightly in favor of the 
addition; the order, however, is so unusual (Eph, iii. 1, Col. ii. 6, but in both 
with var. readings), and external evidence for and against so nearly balanced, that 
we decide in favor of the shorter reading. 


compare Bull, Exam. Censure, xvi. 16, 
where, however, the masc. interpr. of 
To.ovTwy is adopted, 

24. of 85€] ‘Now they;’ slightly con- 
trasted application of the whole foregoing 
particulars to the special case of Chris- 
tians, d¢ not being simply continuative 
(Auth.), nor yet resumptive, in ref. to 
ver. 16 (De W.), or to ver. 18 (Beng.), 
but almost syllogistic, the application to 
Christians forming a sort of practical 
‘ propositio minor’ to the foregoing group 
of verses. ‘he connection of the whole 
paragraph, then, from ver. 16 appears to 
be as follows: —‘The Spirit and the 
flesh are contrary to each other; if the 
flesh prevail, man is given over to all sin, 
and excluded from the kingdom of God: 
if the Spirit be the leading principle, 
man brings forth good fruits, and is free 
from the curse of the law. Now the 
distinguishing feature of the true Chris- 
tian is the crucifixion of the flesh; con- 
sequently, as must be obvious from what 
has been said, the living in and being 
led by the Spirit ;’ see Riickert in loc. 
éctatpwoar| ‘crucified, scil. when 
they became Christians, and by bap- 
tism were united with Christ in His 
death; compare Rom. vi. 3. Though 
this ethical crucifixion is here designated 
as an act past (compare Rom. vi. 6, 6 
maraidss juav &vSpwros cvvertavparn), 
it really is and must be a continuing act 
as well; compare Rom. viii. 13. This 

18 


however the aor., with its usual and 
proper force, leaves unnoticed ; it simply 
specifies, in the form of a general truth, 
the act as belonging to the past, without 
affirming or denying any reference to 
the present ; see Fritz. de Aor. Vi, p. 17, 
notes on 1 Thess. ii. 16, and compare 
Soph. Antdég. 1318 (last line) é8idatay, 
on which Wex remarks, ‘unum exem- 
plum, quod aliquando evenerit, tanquam 
norma proponitur:’ see also Schmalfeld, 
Synt. § 60. 2, p. 128. In all such cases 
the regular reference of the tense to the 
past may be fe/¢ in the kind of summary 
way in which the action is stated, — the 
sort of implicd dismissal of the subject,, 
and procedure to something fresh; com- 
pare Donalds. Gr. § 433. On the 
vital truth, that our crucifixion of the 
flesh is included and involved in that of 
Him with whom we are united, comp. 
Usteri, Lehrb. 11. 1. 3, p. 202 sq.; and 
on the whole verse read the good sermon 
of South, Serm. xx1u. Vol. Iv. p. 338 
sq. (Lond. 1843). 

25. ¢i (Gpev Mvetuare] Uf we 
live by the Spirit ;) —* if, as a matter of 
fact (see notes on ch. i. 9), we dive (em-\ 
phatic) by the efficacy and operation of 
the Spirit; assumption naturally arising! 
from the preceding declaration of cruci- 
fixion of the opposing principle, the 
flesh ; ‘enecatA in hominibus Christianis 
Th capt, necesse est in iisdem vivat 
suamque vim libere exserat 7d Ivedua,’ 
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Cuar V. 26. 


Tvebpats' Kal orovyapev. * phy yovdpeSa Kxevodofor, aAAnAOUS 
A POKAAOUPEVOL, GAAS PovodvTes. 


Schott. The omission here of all illa- 
tive particles makes the exhortation more 
forcible and emphatic; comp. 1 Cor. iii. 
17. There is some little difficulty 
in the explanation of the dative Mvev- 
part, It is certainly not (a) a dative of 
manner, scil. ‘spiritually’ Middl.; as 
thus not only the force of the verse, but 
the connection with what precedes, aris- 
ing from the opposition of the Mveiya 
and the odpt, is completely lost. Nor 
again (b) is it a dative of relation, —‘si 
vitam nostram ad Spiritum referimus, 
ad Spiritum. etiam dirigamus vitam,’ 
Fritz. (Rom, xiii. 13, Vol. u1., p. 142) ; 
for though Rom. xiv. 6—8 supplies a 
somewhat parallel sentiment, the an- 
tithesis between the two clauses is thus 
obviously deprived of all force and per- 
On the whole, then, the or- 
dinary explanation (c) would seem to be 
most satisfactory, according to which 
Mveimari is to be regarded as a form of 
the instrumental or ablatival dative 
(Winer, Gr. § 31. 7, p. 194), and as 
here adopted rather than 6:4 with the 
accus, (John vi. 57, compare Winer. p. 
356), as thus forming a sharper antithe- 
sis to the dative which follows, — ‘if 
we live by the Spirit (if the Spirit is our 
principle of life) by the Spirit let us also 
walk ;’ compare 2 Cor. iii. 6, 7d 5& Mvetpa 
(worole:, and see Neand. Planting, Vol. 
1. p. 469 sq. (Bohn), The second 
Mvetuart is obviously the dat. norme, 
scil. Kad Tobs éxelvou vduous moAtrevdue- 
vot, Chrys., see notes on ver. 16, Fritz 
(Rom. iv. 22, Vol. 1. p. 225) explains it 
as a dat. commodi, * Spiritui vitam con- 
secrate ;’ but this, on Rom, xiii. 18, he 
appears to have retracted. oT Ol 
XGmev] ‘let us walk,’ The hortatory 
imperative is not without some doctrinal 
significance (Ust.); the Apostle evi- 


tinence. 


dently assuming the union and coéxist- 
ence of the Divine and. human powers 
in the heart of the true Christian; com- 
pare Beck, Seelent. 1. 8, p. 29, u. 135 p. 
32 sq., Usteri, Lehrd. u. 1. 3, p. 218 
note. The command is substantially the 
same as that in ver. 16, except perhaps 
that oro:xeiv [orix-] may imply a more 
studied following of a prescribed course, 
than the more general repimaréw (notes 
on Phil. iii. 18); compare Polyb. Hisé, 
xxvul. 5.6, oroxely TH THs cvyKAHTov 
mpoxécet, Dion. Hal. Antig. vi. 65, 
oToXeEV Tals TAEioot yvduats, and the 
somewhat unusual expression groyxeiy 
ped yuvourl, Schol. Arist. Plut. 773. 

26. uh yivdweda xn. t. A.) ‘Let us 
not become ;’ not ‘let us not be,’ Auth. 
(comp. Syr.), but ‘ne efficiamur’ Vulg., 
Clarom., ‘ vairbamma,’ Goth., there be- 
ing appy. no less in the verb than in the 
person an intentional mi/dness, which 
seems to imply that the sin of revodotla 
had not yet taken root, though the very 
warning suggests that it was to be ex- 
pected. The verse thus forms a suitably 
concluding warning against those par- 
ticular sins of the Galatians to which 
the Apostle alluded in ver, 13—15 and 
at the close of ver. 20, and belongs to 
Chap. v., though it also serves very 
naturally to connect the doctrinal with 
the more directly admonitory portion of 
the Epistle, which begins with the next 
chapter. A close connection with Ch. 
vi. (Mey., al.) seems clearly at variance 
with the introductory a5eApo! (compare 
ch. iv. 12), and the change of person. 
GAAHA. TpoKarotmevorl ‘provok- 
ing each other ;’ scil. eis tAoveuctas Kad 
pers, Chrys. ‘calling one another out to 
the field of controversy,’ Brown; see 
Herodian, Hist. vi. 9 (Oxon., 1704), 
Tpokadetrat nuas eis paxny, and simply, 


Cuap. VI, 1. 


Ye who are spiritual 
should bear and forbear; 
examine yourselves be- 
fore ye judge others. 


Polyb. Hist. 1. 46.'11, mpoxadotmevos 
Tovs moAeulous. The meaning of 
g~Sovovvres has been modified by 
some commentators, ‘withholding out 
of envy’ (Olsh.), ‘hating’ (Brown). 
This is not necessary; pdxovery is the 
correiative act on the part of the weak, 
to the mpoxadcioSa on the part of 
the strong. The strong, vauntingly 
challenged their weaker brethren: the 
weak could only retaliate with envy. 
It may be remarked that ¢Soveiv does 
not occur elsewhere in N. T.; in James 
iv. 2, the correct reading is povevere. 


Cuapter VI. 1. &deA gol] ‘Breth- 
ren ;’ conciliatory mode of address in- 
troducing the more directly admonitory 
portion ; ‘latet in hoc etiam uno verbo 
argumentum,’ Beza. é€av kar 
mT porAnupan] ‘if aman be even sur- 
prised or caughé ;’ preeoccupatus fuerit,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., Syr., ‘ gafauhaidan,’ 
Goth. The verb rpoAnupdy has received 
several different interpretations, in ac- 
cordance with the different meanings 
assigned to apd. The more strict tem- 
poral meaning, ‘antea,’ whether referred 
to the arrival of the Epistle (Grot.), to 
a recurrence of the offence (Winer), or 
to the attempt at restoration, — the 
AauBdveoSa taking place before the 
xatapt. (Olsh.),— is unsatisfactory, as 
the emphatic position of mpoAnupdy and 
the force of «at are thus both obscured. 
The common reference to the unex pected- 
ness of the sin (‘notat improvisam oc- 
cupationem,’ Vorst., édy ouvaprayh, 
Chrys.), is also inconsistent with kat, 
as this meaning of mpd would tend to 
excuse and qualify, whereas xa seems 
to point out an aggravation of the of- 
fence. If, however, mpd be referred to 
the power of escape, — ‘be caught before 
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VI. “AdeAdol, dav kab rpodmudS} dvSpw- 
Tos &v Tie TapaTTopati, ipels of TrevpariKod 


he could escape,’ “flagrante: delicto,’ — 
not only the intensive force of kal, but 
the emphatic position of rpoanupd7 and 
the general tenor of the exhortation is 
fully preserved. This meaning of po- 
AauB., it must be admitted, is rare, but 
see exx. in Kypke, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 289, 
and esp. Wisdom, xvii. 17, xpoanpdels, 
thy SvodAvKTov ewevey dvayeny. 

On the Alexandrian’ form mpodAnupSh, 
see Winer, Gr. § 5, 4, Tisch. Prolegom. 
p. xx., and on the difference between 
éay cat and kal édy, see note, ch. i. 8, 
Herm. Viger, No. 807, Klotz, Devar. 
Vol. 11. p. 519. éy Tevet ma- 
pantdpari| ‘in any cir 
in any particular act of sin, esp. on the 
side of error, stumbling, or transgression J 
On the distinction 
between sapdrrwua (more particular), 
and apuaptia (more general), see notes on 
Eph. ii. 1. 
partcikol] ‘ye the spiritual ones,’ ‘ye 
that are spiritual.’ The tenor of the 
exhortation, coupled with the similar 
distinctions which St. Paul seems else- 
where to have recognized in his converts 
(e. g., 1 Cor. iii. 1), appears in favor of 
the opinion that the Apostle is here 
designating not merely those who were 
subjectively mvevuariol, 7.e., who thought 


of a command. 


bmets of myveu- 


themselves so (comp. Windischm.), but 
those who were objectively mvevuar., those 
who had remained true to him and his 
doctrines; see Olsh. in Joc. That the 
teachers are mainly addressed in ver. 
1—6, and the hearers and laity in ver. 
6—i0, is also probable. KaT ape 
ti Cere] ‘restore,’ The technical mean- 
ing amd trav efapSpnudtwy ‘reponere in 
artu luxata’ membra,’ Steph. (Thes. 
Vol. 1v. p. 1218), adopted by Beza, 
Blooomf., Brown, al., does not appear 
here alluded to, as examples of the sim 
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Cuap. VI. 1, 2. 


a > Ue AA la] , 
Kataptilere TOV TOLOUVTOV EV TTVEULATL Tr PavTNTOS, OKOTTWMV CEAUTOV 


py Kal od TreipaoSys. 


\ e 
2 A\djrowv Ta Bapn BactateTe, Kal ovTws 


2. avamAnpdcere] Tisch. (ed. 2) reads avamAnpdoare with ACDEJK; appy. 
nearly all mss.; Syr.-Philox., perhaps Goth. [but conjunct. acts both for fut. and 
imper.; De Gabel. Gr. § 182, 186]; Clem., Ath., Chrys., Theodoret, Dam., al. 
(Ree., Griesb., Scholz). The authorities for text are BFG; 2 mss.; Vulg., Cla- 
rom., Syr., Arm., Copt., Sahid., Eth. (both); Theodoret (mss.) Aster. Procl., 


ple ethical sense (S:opSoi7e, Chrys.) are 
sufficiently common ; comp. Herodot. v. 
28, xarapricew (MiAntoy,) Stob. Flori. 
1.85, katapr. pldous diapepomévous, Greg. 
Nazianz. Orat, xxvi. Vol. 1. p. 443 B, 
mddev ovv &ptoua KaTapticew buas &der- 
got (cited by Dindorf). 
patt mpaitnros| ‘the spirit of 
meekness ;? not merely ‘a meek spirit,’ 
—a wholly inadmissible dilution of the 
true meaning of the words,— but a 
spirit of which the principal constituent 
(comp. Bernhardy, Syné. m1. 44, p. 161) 
or characterizing quality (Scheurl. Syn. 
§ 16. 3, p. 115) is mpairns, compare 
Winer, Gr. § 34, 2. b, p. 212. The an- 
arthrous mvedua (but after a prep.) refers 
ultimately, as Chrysostom felt, to the 
Holy Spirit, one of whose especial char- 
isms is ‘ gentleness ;’ see ch. v. 28. This 
reference, however, must not be over- 
stated, or expressed by the use of a cap- 
ital letter; for, as in 1 Cor. iv. 21 
(where mv. mpaiirnros is joined with 


Tvev- 


| &ydarn), so here my, seems immediately 
\to refer to the state of the inward spirit 
(as wrought upon by the Holy Spirit, 
and witimately to the Holy Spirit as the 
jnworking power; compare Rom. i. 4, 
my, aywotyns, Vili, 15, mv. viodeclas, 
2 Cor, iv. 13, ry. tis micrews, Eph. i. 
17, my. gopias, in all which cases my, 
seems to indicate the Holy Spirit, and 
the abstract gen. the specific ydpioua; 
see Hamm. in Joc., and notes on 2 Tim. 
i, 7. oKkoT@Y geauvt dy] ‘look- 
ing to thyself ;’ ‘temporal clause stating 
the (proper) concomitants of the action 


(‘considering all the time thy own 
case’), or perhaps with a secondary- 
causal force hinting at the reasons for 
it; see Kriiger, Sprachi. § 56. 12. 1, 
Schmalfeld, Syné. § 207, and compare 
Donalds. Gr. § 615. For instances of 
the emphatic and individualizing enal- 
lage of number, see Bernhardy, Syné. 
xu. 5, p. 421. Lachm. connects this 
clause with ver. 2, putting a full stop 
after mvetu. mpaitnros, and a comma 
after meipacdjs, but thereby obviously 
weakens the whole force and point of 
the address. The mvevuyarixol were re- 
minded of their own liability to fall into 
temptation: why? Surely not to urge 
them merely generally to bear one an- 
other’s burdens, but particularly to 
evince their Christian spirit, by restoring 
one who had fallen, only after all, as they 
themselves might. BY «7. AL] 
«lest thou also shouldst be tempted,’ scil. 
in a like case; subjunctive (‘verentis 
est ne quid nunc sit, simulque nes- 
cire se utrum sit necne significantis,’ 
Herm. Soph. Ajax, 272), and in the 
aor., in reference to an event still im- 
pending; see Winer, Gr. § 46. 2, p. 
447, and the copious list of exx. of this 
and similar constructions in Gayler, 
Part. Neg. p. 325. “ 

2. GAAHAwY Ta Bdpn] ‘the bur- 
dens of ONE ANOTHER; the @AAfA., as 
Meyer rightly observes, being emphatic, 
not however, with any oblique reference 
to the burden of the Law (Alf.), but 
simply in opposition to that selfish feel- 
ing which would leave each one to bear 


Cuap. VI. 2, 3. 
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2 , \ Ld nr le) fal 
avaTnpwaete Tov vopov ToD Xpictod. * ei yap Soxel tis elvad Te 


Mare. erem.; Tert., Cypr., al. 


(Lachm., 


Tisch., ed 1, Meyer, De Wette, approved 


by Mil, Prolegom., p. 123). The preponderance of MSS. evidence is thus plainly 
in favor of the imper.; still the testimony of the Vv. joined with the extreme 
probability of a change from the future to the imperfees (see Mill, J. c.) seems 
sufficient to authorize the rejection of a reading, which on strict grammatical 
principles may be pronounced somewhat suspicious. 


his own; contrast the Apostle’s own 
example, 2 Cor. xi. 29. The meaning 
of this expressive word must not be too 
much circumscribed. It seems chosen, 
with inclusive ref. to all forms of weak- 
nesses (A4cSevnuata, Rom. xy. 1), suffer- 
ings, and, perhaps more especially, sins ; 
the purport of the command being ¢é¢- 
pety Ta ToY TWANoioy éAaTTduata, Chrys., 
or, with more exactness, émixoupiew thy 
Wuxny tnd THs TOD Guapthuatos cuveidh- 
cews BeBapnuevny, Theod. Mops. p, 129. 
Baotderte| ‘bear,’ 7. e. sustain as a 
superimposed burden. On the particular 
use and meaning of Baord(ew in the 
important doctrinal statement, Matth. 
viii. 17, as exemplified by this pas- 
sage, see Magee, Atonement, No. xu. 
Vol. 1. 415 sq. kal otrws 
&vawAnpoaere] ‘and thus shall ye 
fulfil, — thus, in this way, and no 
other, viz., by following the exhortation 
just given. Future after imperat., as 
in ch. v. 16. On the whole (see crit. 
note), the future seems the more proba- 
ble, as well as perhaps the more strictly 
grammatical reading; for though no 
opposing argument can be founded on 
the use of the imperfeet aor. combined 
with the imperfeet present (the former 
often. stating the general command, the 
latter some of the details ; comp. Scho- 
mann, Iseus, p. 235), still in the case 
of this particular verb the use of the 
future (compare Barnab. Ep. ch. 21, 
évatAnpodte macay évtoAnyv), is much 
more natural. The compound dvamAn- 
poty is not simply synonymous with 
mAnpooy (Riick., al.), but appears in all 


cases to denote a complete filling up, and 
to point to a partial rather than an en- 
tire vacuum ; ‘hee demum erit perfecta 
legis impletio,’ Winer, Verb. Comp, 
Fasc. mi. p. 11; compare Plut. Poplie. 
§ 11, dverAnpwoe thy Bovrhy drvyavdpod- 
cay (‘made up the full number of’), 
and see notes on Phil. iii. 30. The ex- 
planation of Chrys., kow7 mdvres mAn- 
pécare, is not satisfactory. Tov 
vdmov tod Xp.| ‘the law of Christ ;’ 
not generally ‘le mobile des actes du 
Chretien’ (Reuss, Théol. Chr. iv. 16, 
Vol. 11. p. 168), but definitely ‘the law 
of love’ (riv aydrnv gnatv, Theod. 
Mops.), which he gave (John xiii. 34, 
évroAhy Kavhy Si8wut div, va ayarare 
GAAfAovs; 1 John iii. 23, ayawauev aA- 
AfArous Kadws Mweev evrorAjy juiv), and 
which He so graciously exemplified, 
ards yap Tas Gmaptlas nuay avérAafe rat 
tas vocous éBaotacev, Schol. ap. Matth, 
The peculiar term yvduos is perhaps here 
chosen with some reference to the case 
of the Galatians: they affected an ob- 
servance of the law of Moses, here was 
a law of Christ in which was included 
the fulfilment of the whole law; comp. 
ch. v. 14. This ‘novum preceptum 
Christi’ is illustrated and explained by 
Knapp, Seript. Var, Arg. No. x. p. 369 
8q- 

3. ei ydp x. 7. A.] ‘For tf any one 
thinks,’ etc.; confirmation of the fore- 
going exhortation to gentleness and 
humility, by showing the evils of the 
opposite course. The best motive to 
indulgence towards others is, as Olsh, 
remarks, the sense of our own weakness, 
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N, »” A ° la 4 
pndev av, ppevatata éavTov. 


pndey Sy] ‘when he ts nothing,’ * be- 
ing all the time nothing ;’ temporal, or 
in the more accurate language of Schmal- 
feld, ‘temporal-concessive’ participle, 
stating what .the man. after all is, in 
spite of his opinion of himself; see the 
exx. in Schmalfeld, Synt. § 207. 2, p. 
415. Alford finds:in this. use of the 
subjective undév rather than ovdéy (abso- 
lute) a fine irony, —*‘ being if he would 
come to. himself, and look on: the real 
fact.’ This, however, is somewhat pre- 
carious, as. the use of. the subjective ne- 
gation with participles is the prevailing 
usage in the N. 1.;. see Green, Gr. p. 
122, . While, then, we may press ov 
when so connected, we. must be careful 
in overpressing wf; see notes on 1 Thess. 
dis 16, iid). For illustrative exx. 
of the general form of expression, see 
Wetst. in loc., and Kypke Ods. Vol. 1. 
p- 291; one of the most: apposite is, 
Plato, Apol. p. 41 u, éav Sondot ru elvar, 
pndéev ives. ppevararg | ‘de- 
ceiveth his own mind,’ ‘inwardly de- 
ceiveth himself ;’ comp. Goth., ‘fra bja- 
marzeins ist,’ [intellectus deceptio est]. 
The verb is an &@mat. Aey. in the N. T,; 
comp., however, dpevamdrns, Tit. i. 10, 
cand James i. 26, araréy kapdiav abrod. 
‘This last passage may perhaps enable 
us to draw: a distinction between arate 
The for- 
mer may imply a deception which had 
something objective to rest upon; the 
latter a more studied inward-working, 


éavrdoy and gpevarata' éavrdy. 


_ ‘and purely. subjective deception ; comp. 


notes on Tit. i. 10. Hence the force of 
the command which follows, 7d épyoy 
Soxmatéerw, put ‘to the proof his out- 
ward acts, and: form his judgment upon 
ithem. The gloss of Hesych. (xAeud(et), 


‘or even of Zonaras (S:amaiCe:) does not, 
‘consequently, seem quite sufficient, 


‘The order éaurbv pevar. [Rec. with 
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DEFGJK ; al.] is well supported, but 
inferior in point of critical authority to 
that of the text (Lachm., Tisch., with 
ABC; 80, al.), and not improbably a 
correction to give éavrdy studied promi- 
nence. 

4, rd Epyov éavrod Soxip.] 
‘prove his own work ;’ put to the test 
all that he is particularly engaged: on; , 
‘vem non opinionem de se,’ Beng. The 
singular with the article is appy- here 
used: collectively (De W., Mey.), scil. 
ras éavtov mpdters, Lheophyl., 7a BeBiwo- 
péva ai7rG, CEcum.; ‘universam agendi 
rationem complectitur,’ Schott: comp. 
Rom. ii, 15, 1 Pet. i, 17, and see Winer, 
Gr. § 27.1, p. 157. On the meaning 
of Soxmdew per’ axpiBelas eteracew, 
Theoph.), see notes on Pid. i. 10, Suicer, 
Thesaur. s. v. Vol. 1. p. 936, and for a 
good practical sermon on this and the 
preceding verse, see Usher, Serm. 111. 
Vol. x11. p. 31 sq. (ed. Elrington). 
7d Kavxnua Kk. 7.A.] ‘his ground 
of boasting.’ The true meaning of this 
passage has been somewhat obscured by 
a neglect of the exact meaning and force 
of the different words. (1) The con- 
crete xavxnua, gloriandi materies (Rom. 
iv. 2, 1 Cor.ix, 15, 16, al.), must not 
be confounded with xavynois, gloriatio 
(Rom. iii. 27, al.), the distinction be- 
tween these words being appy. always 
observed in the N. T.,— even in 2 Cor. 
v. 12, ix. 3, al. (2) The article is not 
used kat’ eEoxjv, but pronominally (Mid- 
dleton, ch. v. 3),.‘Aés ground of boast- 
ing,’ the xa¥xnua which properly belongs 
to him; compare 1 Cor. iv. 5, rére 6 
erawvos yernoerat éxdorw. (3) The prep. 
eis must in each clause bear the same 
meaning (opp. to De Wette) ; the most 
simple and suitable appearing to be, 
‘with regard to,’ ‘in relation to,’ not 


‘contra,’ Schott (which can be justified, 
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EKATTOS, Kal TOTE Els EaUTOV pdvoy TO Kavynua E€eL, Kal OvK Eis 
‘ oe oe 

Tov é€Tepov. ° éxactos yap TO idioy hoptiov Bactacet. 


-e. g. Luke ‘xii. 10, but ‘connected with 
€avr. would involve an artificial expla- 
nation); comp. 2 Cor. xi. 10, 4 navxynots 
aiitn ob oppayicerat eis éué, Eph. iii. 16, 
Kpatawdjvat.... eis Toy gow &vpwmor ; 
comp. Winer, Gr. § 49. a, p. 354, Bernh. 
Synt. v.11, p. 220. (4) The force of 
Tdv Erepoy (not Erepoy, as implied by 
Auth.) must not be overlooked, scil. 
‘the one with whom he is contrasting 
himself ;’ «his neighbor,’ Copt., Arm. 
The meaning of the whole clause then 
will be, ‘If any one wishes to find mat- 
ter for boasting, let it be truly searched 
‘for in his own actions, and not derived 

‘from a contrast of his own fancied vir- 
tues with the faults of others ;’ compare 
Hammond in loc. True Christian cav- 
xnpa, like St. Paul’s, must be found 
either in a deep and thankful acknowl- 
edgment of blessings and successes (éy 
Kuplo kavxdod3w, 2 Cor. x. 17), or in 
afflictions and weakness (2 Cor. xi. 30, 
xii. 5), which still more show forth both 
the mercy and the mighty power of the 
Lord; comp. 2 Cor. xii. 9. 

5. €xaoctos ydp| ‘For each man;’ 
confirmatory clause standing in close 
connection with the last words of ver. 
4, and assigning a reason why a man 
would have little real ground or justice 

\ for claiming spiritual superiority over his 
neighbor; he had only to look at him- 
self, to see that he had his own burden 
to bear; Kat ob Kaetvos rd YSt0v poptioy 
Baordoere, Cécum. poprtor] 
-¢Joad ;’ not identical with the preceding 
Bdpos, ver. 2 (Vulg., Clarom., Arm., — 
but not any of the other Vv.), which 
perhaps is used as a more general term 
-in reference to the community at large, 
while gopr. has a more tndividualizing 
reference to the particular /oad of sins 


and infirmities'which ‘each one, like a 
wayfarer (comp. Wisdom xxi. 6, Xenoph. 
Mem. 11. 18. 6), had to carry: ‘alia 
sunt onera participande infirmitatis, alia 
reddende rationis Deo de actibus nos- 
tris: illa cum fratribus sustentanda com- 
municantur, hec propria ab unoquoque 
portantur,’ August. de Consens. Evang. 
11.30.72. The qualitative and hum- 
bling distinction of Chrys. (ro7s évéuact 
Tov poptiov Kal Tis axSopoplas méeCwv 
a’ray Td aureidds), and the quantitative 
of Beng. (‘opriov, par ferentis viribus ; 
Bapyn que excedunt’) do not appear so 
natural or probable, The allusion 
which Conyb. here finds to Esop’s well- 
known fable (the Mjpa: dbo? p. 165, ed. 
De Furia) is not very plausible, as the 
point of the fable and the tenor of this 
verse are far from being identical. 

Bacrdoe) ‘shall bear,’ scil. ‘has to 
bear, ‘must bear.’ The future does 
not here refer to the day of judgment 
(Theod., al.; see ch. v. 10), nor even 
(like éter) to the future period when the 
conviction is arrived at, ‘will find he 
has to bear’ (Windischm., al.), but is 
appy. used ethically, in ref. to what ac- 
cording to the nature of things must be 
the case; compare notes on Eph. v. 31, 
Thiersch, de Pent. 11. 11, p. 158, sq., 
and see exx.in Jelf, Gr. § 406. 3, and 
Bernhardy, Synt. x. 5, p. 377. It was 
not so much from a sense of future re- 
sponsibility, as from a consciousness of 
present unavoidable &xSopopia, that a 
man would be led to think humbly 
of himself and kindly of his neigh- 
bor, The observation of Fritzsche on 
the use of the future is worthy cf 
citation; ‘Futurum in ‘sententid gen- 
erali recte ponitur, quandoquidem rei 
que in nullum tempus non convenire 
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whether it be to the flesh or to the Spirit, so shall ye reap. 


videatur, etiam futuro tempore locum 
futurum esse jure sumitur,’ on Rom. vii. 
8, Vol. 11. p; 9. 

6. kotvwveltw St K.T.A.] ‘but 
let him that is instructed share with,’ 
ete. ; exhortation to the duty of sharing 
temporal blessings with others, placed 
in contrast (5¢) to the foregoing declara- 
tion of individual responsibility in spir- 
itual matters. With regard to the con- 
struction there is some little doubt 
whether rowwvetv is here transitive (‘ sit 
benignus in magistrum in omni bono- 
rum genere’ Fritz. Rom. 1. c.; compare 
Chrys., macav émideixvicdw ep) abtoy 
dalAecav) or intransitive. The verb has 
three constructions in the N. T.; (a) 
with gen. of the thing; only Heb. ii. 
14; (5) with dat. of thing, the common 
construction, Rom. xii. 18, xv. 27, 
1 Tim. v. 22, 1 Pet. iv. 13, 2 John. 11; 
(c) dat. of person, the thing under the 
regimen of a prep., Phil. iv. 15. In all 
these instances (even in Rom. xii. 13) 
the meaning seems clearly intransitive. 
The same appears to be the meaning in 
the present case: for though the transi- 
tive constr. is lexically admissible (Thom. 
Mag. kowwvd co dv exw, avti rod weta- 
diSwur), and yields a pertectly good sense, 
still the prevailing use of kowwvely in 
the N. T., the analogy of construction 
between this passage and Phil. iv. 15, 
ovdeula wot exrAnola exowdyncer cis Ad-yov 
ddoews Kal Ahuews, and the general con- 
text supply arguments in favor of the 
intransitive meaning, which seem dis- 
tinctly to preponderate. 6 ka- 
tov Adyor] ‘he that is 
instructed in THE word,’ scil. in the Gos- 
pel (see Acts xv. 7, tov Adyov rod ebay- 
yeAlov, and compare Luke i. 2), dv 
Adyov being the accus. of reference, or 


.what is termed the ‘qualitative object’ 


(Hartung, Casus, p. 55, 61) after the 


pass. part. karnxovdmevos (Acts xviii, 25) ; 
see Winer, Gr. § 32. 5, p. 104, and esp. 
Schmalfeld, Synt. § 25, compared with 
§ 16, and fin. With regard to the mean- 
ing of xarnxéw which has here been 
somewhat unduly pressed, we may ob- 
serve that the word appears to have four 
meanings; (a) sono; dayt) Tod 7x, Sui- 
das; (8) sono zmpleo ; compare Lucian, 
Jup. Trag. 39, karadover kal Karnxoder 
(y) vivd voce erudio, mpotpémoua kab 


mapav@, Suid. ; compare Syr. \ ews 
40° 


[qui audit], Aith., and see Joseph. Vi. 
§ 69, where this meaning seems con- 
firmed by the context aAnSemay euap- 
tvpet; and lastly (5), with a more general 
and unrestricted refvrence, edoceo (81- 
ddcxw, Hesych., Zonaras),— appy. the 
meaning in the present case (‘sa laisida,’ 


Goth., 125 2ASo9 [qui institut] Syr.- 
vo 4 a 


Phil.), and in the majority of the pas- 
sages in the N. T. (Luke i. 4, Acts 
xviii. 25, Rom. ii. 18, — perhaps even 
1 Cor. xiv. 20, Acts xxi. 21, 24), in 
which it occurs ; the idea of oral teaching 
being merged in that of general instruc- 
tion however communicated. On the 
use of the word, esp. in Eccl. writers, 
see Suicer, Thesaur. s. vy. Vol. 1. p. 69 
sq., where this word is fully explained. 

évy waaw a&yaSots] ‘in (sphere of 
the action of kowwveiv) all good things,’ 
z.e, ‘all temporal blessings ;’ compare 
1 Cor. ix. 11, There does not seem 
sufficient reason for leaving the ancient 
interpretation, KeAever Tots mvevmariKav 
dmoravovor metadiddvar Tay capKiKav, 
CEcum.: see Neand. Planting, Vol. 1. 
p- 152 note (Bohn). The usual objec. 
tions are based on the isolation of the 
verse from ver. 5 and ver. 7, which this 
interpretation is thought to cause. This, 
however, does not appear to be the case. 
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T@ KaTHXoUYTL EV TaTW wyasots. * un TravdcSe, Ocds od puK- 


Tnpi Cera. 


The concluding words of ver. 5, if left 
without any further addition, might 
have been misconstrued into an implied 
declaration, that it was not right to be 
chargeable on anybody. This the Apos- 
tle specially, but almost parenthetically, 
obviates, indicating with 5 (see above) 
the contrast between the spiritual and 
the temporal application. 

7. uh wAavacdse] ‘Be 
ceived ;’ continuation of the subject in a 
more general and extended way, though 
still not without reference to the subject 
of the special command. This solemn 
and emphatic mode of admonition is 
used by St. Paul in two other passages, 
1 Cor. vi. 9, and xv. 33; in the former 
* with reference to an evil act, in the lat- 

ter to an evil conclusion, just mentioned. 
“In the present case the reference appears 
rather to what follows ; though a refer- 
ence*to what precedes (‘ prestringit 
tenaces,’ Parzeus) need not be excluded. 
Ignatius uses the same form, Eph. 5, 
10, Philad. 3, Smyrn. 5. 
puntnplCerat] ‘ts not (actually or 
with impunity) mocked ;’ ‘non irridetur,’ 
Vulg. This emphatic word is used 
several times in the LXX, and occa- 
sionally in later classical writers: pux- 
anplCew Aéyouev tos ev TG Siamaicew 
Tiwas TOUTS Tws TH mepos (uUKTI pA) emo- 
mavras, Etym. M. s. v. puxthp, p. 694 
ed. Gaisf.). Elsner (Ods. Vol. u. p. 
199) has illustrated this meaning by a 
few examples, e. g. Quintil. Zns¢é. vit. 
6. 59, Sueton. August, 4, Cicero, Epist. 
Fam, xv. 19. In Hippoe. p. 1240 p, it 
occurs in the sense of ‘bleeding at the 
nose.’ d yap éayv x. 7. A] 
‘for whatsoever a man soweth ;’ con- 
firmation of the truth of the preceding 
assertion by means of a significant im- 
age (compare Matth. xiii. 39) derived 


not de- 


> 
Ov 


A \ aN / iv an ¢ 
0 yap €av oreipyn avSpwrros, TOTO Kal Sepicer: * Ste 


from the natural world. TovTO 
Seploe:] ‘this—and nothing 
else than this — shall he also reap ;’ the 
kal with its ascensive force pointing to 
the regularly developed issues. Wetst. 
in toe. aptly cites Cic. de Orat. u. 65, 
‘ut sementem feceris ita metes.’ On 
this text see two sermons by Farindon, 
Serm. Lxt., txt. Vol. 1. p. 52 sq. (Lond. 
1849.) 
8. bri 6 orelpawr| ‘because he that 
is sowing ;’ reason for the concluding 
TovTo Kal Sepioet, and exemplification, 
of it in spiritual things; he that is sow- 
ing one kind of seed (the Spirit) will | 
reap the regular products and develop-! 
ments of that seed; he that is sowing 
another (the flesh), those of that other: 
domep yap éml tay omepudtwy ob eu 


kal 


omelpovra dpdBous (vetches) oiroy duj- 
oa Set yap Tov adrod yévous Kal tov 
omdpoy elvat kal tov d&ynrdy, Chrys. 

eis Thy odpKka éavrod] ‘unto, or 
for, his own flesh, not ‘in carne sua,’ 
Vulg., Clarom.; for though the flesh 
and the Spirit are represented under the 
image of two corn-fields, in which seed 
is sown, and from which the harvest is 
gathered, the meaning of eis is still not 
local (‘in, tanquam in agrum,’ Beng.), 
but, in accordance with its more usual 
meaning, ethical (‘ carni sue,’ Beza, com- 
pare Copt.); the prepp. used in the N. 
T. in a strictly local sense being appy. 
éy and énl,—the former in reference 
to the inclosure 7m which the seed is 
sown (Matth. xiii. 24, 27, ib. 19, and 
metaphorically, Mark iv. 15), — the lat- 
ter to the spot on which it is cast (Matth. 
xiii, 20, 28, Mark iv. 16, 20, 31). In 
the expression eis tas axdvSas (Matth. 
xiii, 22, Mark iv. 18) eds rather means 
‘among ;’ comp. Plato, Leg. vil. 839 a. 
The force of the pronoun éavrod must 
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not be overlooked, selfishness being im- 
plied as well. as carnality; ‘caro suitati 
dedita est,’ Beng.: compare Aquinas 
(cited by Windisch.), ‘sed nota quod 
cum agit de seminatione carnis dicit, in 
carne sud, quia caro est nobis, de natura 
nostra; sed cum loquitur de semine 
Spiritus non dicit swo, quia Spiritus 
non est nobis a nobis, sed a Deo.’ 


| pSopdy] ‘corruption,’ —of the whole 


man, both body and soul; not merely 
in the narrower physical sense of ‘ decay’ 
(kai yap adra pIelpovra Kal ouppdelper 


7 oG@pua, Chrys.); but also in the fuller 


ethical sense of ‘corruption of soul,’ in 


. which of course eternal death and ‘ de- 


struction’ (Hesych. pdopd: dAeSpos) are 
involved and implied: see 2 Pet. i. 4, 
ii, 12,19, and. compare Rom. vi. 21, 
22, The use, however, of ¢Sopa rather 
than dmrwrcla (Phil, iii. 19),—though 
it, possibly may be introduced as more 
applicable to odpt (Schott), — seems to 
preclude our adopting ‘ destruction’ as 
the primary meaning; see Stier, Ephes. 
Vol. 11. p. 180. 
(why aidvior] ‘eternal life; (why, 
in contrast to the preceding @%opdy 
(comp. Psalm ciii. 4, Jonah ii. 6), and 
that too, as the nature of the principle 
to which the sowing is made distinctly 
suggests, —aidvioyv. On the meaning of 
the term aidvios, comp. notes on 2 Thess. 
15.9; 

9. 7d FE KarAdY woLodyres] ‘But 
in well-doing let us,’ ete. ; exhortation 


\ to perseverance in the form of sowing 


just mentioned, the 8& idiomatically in- 
troducing an address after foregoing de- 
tails (compare Eurip, Rhes. 165; val, xa 
Sloua Tadra rdtar St mioddv K.-T. A.)s 
and, though practically approaching in 
meaning» to ody (‘so let us not’), still 


preserving its proper force in. the contrast 
between the corrupted class just promi- 
nently mentioned, and the: better class 
which is now addressed: see exx. in 
Hartung, Partic. 5é, 2.n, Vol. 1. p. 166. 
On the general and inclusive meaning 
of 7d Kaddy, see notes on ver. 10. 

BH éykak per] ‘let us not lose heart.’ 
Both here and in the other passages 
where the word occurs (Luke xviii. 1. 
2 Cor. iv. 1,16, Eph. iii, 13,.2 Thess, 
iii, 18) Lachm. and Tisch. read éykax. 
instead of éxxax. (Rec., al.), and rightly ; 
as it seems very doubtful whether éxxar. 
is a genuine word at all, and whether 
its occurrence in lexicons and use in 
later writers (see exx. collected by L. 
Dind. in Steph. Thes. s. v. Vol. v. ps 
430) is not, as Usteri thinks, entirely 
due to these doubtful readings. At any 
rate, if éxxax. exist, the difference will 
be very slight; éxxaxety may perhaps 
mean, ‘to retire from fear owt of any 
course of action,’ (nearly doxaxeiv) ; 
éyrareiv, ‘to behave cowardly,’ ‘to lose 
heart,’ when in it. In Rost u. Palm, | 
Lex. (Vol. 1%. p. 833), Polyb. Hist. 1v, 
19. 10 is cited in favor of éxxaeiy. 
This is an oversight; the reading is 
évexdknoev, and is actually so cited by 
Rost u. Palm under éyxaxéw; see p. 762. 
katp@ idfw] in due, proper time; 
‘tempore preestituto’ (Beza), the time 
appointed by God for the reward to be 
given ; compare kaipozs iS{os, 1 ‘Tim. ii. 
6, vi. 15. On the present use of the 
dative to denote the space of time within 
which the action takes place, — more 
correctly expressed with an inscried éy 
(Rom. iii. 26, 2 Thess. ii, 6, al ), see 
notes on 1 Tim, ii. 16, and comp. Eph. 
ii, 12, Mn exAuvduevorl Sif 
(now) we faint not (in our well-doing’ ), 


Cuap. VI. 9, 10. 


\ > + 
#2) exhvopevor. ” dpa ody, as 


‘provided that we do not;’ hypothetical 
use of the temporal participle, the pres- 
ent tense pointing to the state in which 
they must now be if they would reap 
hereafter: see Kriiger, Spruchil. § 56. 
11, and exx. in Schmalfeld, Syn. § 207. 
5, p. 415. The simple predicative con- 


nection with Séploouer bol ve tNo 

4= As 

= [et non erit molestum nobis] Syr., 
4 


or the more practically adverbial, ‘ with- 
out fainting’ (surely not ‘ unweigerlich,’ 
Ewald), scil. mdévov dixa Sepicouey 
(Theod., Theoph. al., who thus draw:a 
contrast between the toilsome nature of 
the earthly, and the unwearying nature 
of the heavenly harvest) does not seem 
satisfactory. For though this interpre- 
tation cannot be pronounced grammati- 
cally incorrect, on account of the use of 
the u} rather that od (Riick., Schott), — 
the connection of «i with participles be- 
ing so distinctly the prevailing usage in 
the N. T: and later writers (see notes on 
ver. 3, and comp, exx. in Winer, Gr. § 
55, 5, p. 428 sq., and in Gayler, Partic. 
Neg. p. 36),—it still must be rejected 
on exegetical grounds, as adding no par- 
ticular force to the general exhortation ; 
whereas the conditional meaning serves 
fully to bring out the mingled warning 
and encouragement (mporpéme: kal eper- 
nerat, Chrys.), which seems to. pervade 
the verse. The distinction drawn 
by Beng.. between éxrakeiy (in velle) and 
éxavecSat (in posse), the former referring 
to the faintness of heart, the latter to 
the wnstrung state, and the ‘ (interna) 
virium remissio’ seems fairly tenable: 
see exx. in Steph. Thesawr. 8, v., from 
which we may select (though with a 
more simply physical ref.), Plutarch, 
Moral. vi. 613, ékAcAupévos Kal Kekun- 


«@s. As sensible sermon on this verse 
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will be found in Sherlock, Serm. xxx1x. 
Vol. 11. p. 275 sq. (ed. Hughes). 

10. dpa ‘Accordingly then,’ 
‘So then ;’- collective and inferential ex- 
hortation arising immediately out of the 
preceding statements, and bringing toa 
natural close the group of verses begin- 
ning with ver. 6, and the more directly 
hortatory portion of the epistle. The 
proper meaning of &pa, rebus ita com- 
paratis, and its primary reference to 
simple ‘progression to another step in 
the argument’ (Donalds. Craé. § 192), 
is here distinctly apparent; its weaker 
ratiocinative force being supported by 
the collective power of ody: ‘as things 
are.so, let us in consequence of their 
being so,’ ete. In Attic Greek this 
combination is only found in the case 
of the interrogative dpa; see Herm. 
Viger, No. 292, and on the general dis- 
tinction between &pa and ody, see Klotz, 
Devar. Vol. u, p. 717, — but compare 
Donalds. Gr. § 604, and notes on ch. 
lit. 5. @s Kkatpoy &€xo- 
fev] ‘as we have opportunity,’ t, e. «an 
appointed season for so doing;’ not 
merely ‘prout,’ 7, e, quandocunque et 
quotiescunque occasio nascatur’ (Wolf), 
but, ‘as, in accordance with the circum- 
stances ;’ see Meyer in loc. ‘he parti- 
cle és is thus neither cawsa/, ‘ quoniam’ 
(Ust., al.), nor temporal ‘dum’ (Vulg., 
Clarom., Syr.-Phil.), as appy. Ign. 
Smyrn. 9, as ert katpoy %xouey (both, 


ovr] 


esp. the latter, very doubtful meanings 


in St. Paul’s Epp., though not uncom- 
mon. in classical writers; see Klotz, 
Devar. Vol, 1. p. 759), but has only its 
simple relative force; the true link be- 
tween this and the preceding verse being 
supplied by kaipds (Brown, p. 348); * as 
there is a xaipds for 7d Jepicerv, so is 
there one for Td o7elperv. As we have 
it then, let us act accordingly and make 
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TIoTEWS. 


Reeapitulation. Your 
false teachers seek to have 


U’TSere myrixous tuiv ypdupacw eypaya 


you circumcised to avoid persecution and to boast of your submission. All true boasting, however, must be 


in Christ and His Cross. 


the most of it;’ xaremelye: Kad cuvwdel, 
Chrys. Hammond (on Phil. iv. 10) 
translates xaipdy ‘ability,’ but the exx. 
cited by Wetst. in Joc. will show this 
modification to be quite unnecessary. 

Td &yaSdy] ‘that which is good ;’ 
‘the thing which in each case is good,’ 
whether considered in a spiritual or 
The distinction between 
7d xaddy, as implying good in its highest 
sense, and 7d &yaSdy, as referring more 
particularly to kindness, etc. (Baum.- 
Crus.), does not seem tenable in the 
N. T.: as 7d «addy includes what is 
beneficent (Matth. xii. 12), as well as 
what is morally good (1 Thess. v. 21), 
so 7 G@ya%dv includes what is morally 
and essentially good (Rom. ii. 10), as 
well as what is merciful (Philem. 14, 
compare Eph. iv. 28), — d&yaSwetvny as 
well as edorlav, Heb. xiii. 16 ; compare 
notes on 1 Thess. v. 21. The 
reading épya¢éueda adopted by Lachm, 
cd, stereot. (but retracted in larger ed.) 
with AB2J and some mss., is rightly re- 
jected by recent editors on decidedly 
preponderant external evidence [B1CDE 
FGK (-cdépeda), and a great majority of 
mss, Vv, and Ff.] and not without some 
probability of the interchange of the o 
and w (though rare in such MSS. as B) 
being here accidental; comp. Scrivener, 
Collat, p. LXIx. sq. mpds Tous 
oixelovs ths mlor.] ‘unto them 
who belong unto the faith.’ The mean- 
ing of mpds is here not merely the gen- 
eral ethical one, with regard to, but the 
particular one, erga ; comp. Eph. vi. 9, 
1 Thess. v. 14 (notes), and exx. in 
Winer, Gr. § 49. h, p. 361. The mean- 
ing erga, or contra (this latter rare if a 
hostile notion is not implied in the verb, 


Joseph. Apion. 1. 31) will result from 
the context. With regard to the pecu- 
liar phrase oixe?o: rijs miorews, it may be 
observed that it does not appear to in- 
yolve any allusion to ofxos in the pecu- 
liar sense of ‘the house of God’ (Schott), 
or to any especial idea of composing a 
single family (Reuss, Théol. Chrét. tv. 
p. 124), as the numerous exx. from lat- 
ter writers of this use of oixefos with an 
abstract subst. (e. g. oixeto: pidocopias, 
ddvyapxias, ‘yewypaptas, tpupis) all seem 
to show that the adjective has lost its 
meaning of peculiar, and only retains 
that of general though close connection ; 
see Schweigheus, Lex. Polyd. s. v., and 
Wetst. in foc. A sermon on this and 
the preceding verse, but of no particular 
character, will be found in Tillotson, 
Serm. uxxxix. Vol. u. p. 592 (Lond, 
1752). 

ll. rnAlkots buty ypdupaciv 
éypawa] ‘in what large letters I have 
written to you.’ The only possible way 
of arriving, even approximately, at the 
meaning of this much debated clause, 
is to adhere closely to the simple lexical 
meanings of the words. These it will 
be best to notice separately. 
mnAtkos strictly denotes geometrical 
magnitude, ‘how large’ (comp. Plato, 
Meno, 82, mnalun tis fora éxelvov 4 
ypauunh ; so too Zachar. ii. 2. wnaleov 7d 
mhadros... mnAlkoy Td wijxos) in contra- 
distinction to arithmetical magnitude, 
expressed by récos, ‘how many.’ This 
meaning and distinction appear to have 
been observed in the N. T., as in the 
only other passage in which myalxos 
occurs, Heb. vii. 4, mnalxos ovros, the 
same primary idea of magnitude (though 
in an ethical sense) is distinctly recog- 
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nizable. To assume then in the present 
case (a) any confusion of rnAtxos with 
méaos (Schott, Neander, Planting, Vol. 
I. p. 221, Bohn), when there is no trace 
of such a usage either in the N. T. or 
LXX, seems distinctly uncritical ; nor 
can (6) any assumed equivalence with 
motos (‘qualibus literis,’ Vulg., Clarom., 
Arm., ‘wileikaim,’ Goth., compare 
Hesych. wyalxov, ofov, dmotov, and see 
Tholuck, Anzetig. 1834, No. 32), and 
any reference to the duopdia of the let- 
ters (Chrys., Theoph., Gicum., Theod. 
2; comp. Zonar. Lew. s.v. myrlkov: 7d év 
époppla bv. as Tapa TH ’AmoaroAw: tere 
k. T. A., Vol. 11, p. 1547) be pronounced 
otherwise than purely arbitrary; for 
magnitude does not mean shapelessness. 
We can have then no other correct trans- 
lation than simply, ‘how large; a&yav 
pelCoow éxphoaro ypdupaow, Theod., — 
who, however, appears to limit the au- 
tographic portion to what follows. 
ypdupata may be interpreted ‘an 
epistle;’ see Acts xxviii. 21, compare 
1 Mace. v. 10, Ignat. Rom. 8: but (a) 
St. Paul in no other passage so uses it, 
though he has occasion to use a word 
denoting a letter (émiroAy) seventeen 
times; and (6) this species of cognate 
dative ypdyat ypdupacw (compare eimé 
Ady, Matth. viii. 8) is not found in St. 
Paul’s Epp., nor has here any of the 
additional force which the usage implies 
(Bernh. Synt. ur. 16, p. 107), and which 
alone could account for the introduction 
of a third dative (instead of the natural 
accus.) in a sentence of eight words. 
We seem, therefore, forced to adhere to 
the simple meaning, ‘ letters, characters,’ 
as in Luke xxiii. 38, 2 Cor. iii. 7 (Jtec.): 
so Copt. han-skhai, and appy. Arm. ; 
the other Vy. are ambiguous. 

Zypawa| ‘I wrote, or in idiomatic 
English, —‘Z have written,’ in ref. to 
the whole foregoing epistle; not ‘I 
write’ (Scholef. Hints p. 197, Conyb., 
al.), epistolary aorist. The real dif_i- 
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culty lies in this word, owing to the 
different conclusions to which historical 
and grammatical considerations appear 
respectively to lead us. On the one 
hand it appears distinctly (Rom. xvi. 
22524, 1 (Cor. xvi. 21, Col. ive 18-2 
Thess. iii, 17), that St. Paul was in the 
habit of using an amanuensis, and of 
adding only the concluding words, 
From ver. 11 to end would seem, then, 
very probably such addition. But, on 
the other hand, it is very doubtful 
whether St. Paul or any of the writers 
of the N. T. ever use the epistolary aor. 
éypawa exclusively in reference to what 
follows. ‘The aorist in all cases appears 
to have its proper force, either (@) in 
reference to a former letter (1 Cor. v. 9, 
2 Cor. ii. 3, iv. 9, vii. 12, 3 John 9 [see 
Liicke m Joc.]), or (6) in reference to an 
epistle now brought to its conclusion 
(Rom. xv. 15, 1 Pet. v. 12), or (c) toa 
foregoing portion of the epistle (1 Cor. 
ix. 15, 1 John ii, 21 [see Liicke and 
Huther én Joc.]; compare Philem. 19), 
and even stands in a species of antithe- 
sis to ypdyw in reference to what has 
already been written (1 John ii. 14, 
where see Huth.) ; see Winer, (i, § 40. 
5. 2, p. 249, and notes on Philem. 19. 
With this partially conflicting evidence 
it seems impossible to decide positively 
whether St. Paul wrote the whole epistle 
or only the concluding portion. On the 
whole, however, the use of éypawa, es- 
pecially when contrasted with ypdpw 
(2 Thess, iii. 17), inclines us to the 
former supposition, and we thus con- 
clude, that to prevent any possible mis- 
take as to the authorship of the epistle 
(Chrys.; compare 2 Thess. ii, 2),— es- 
pecially as this was an encyclical mis- 
sive (ch, i. 2, where see Olsh.),— St. 
Paul here deviated from his usual cus- 
tom, and wrote the whole letter with 
his own hand (Chrysostom, ‘Theod., 
Theoph., Gicum.), and in characters, 
whether from design or inexpertness, 
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2. Sidxwvrat] Tisch. didxovta, with ACFGJK: many mss. ; few, however, 
will hesitate to consider this an improbable soleecism. The text is rightly adopted 
by Griesb., Scholz, Lachm., Alf., with B (Mai) DE, and appy. many mss. The 
transposition fva ph (Ree. with FGJK ; mss.) is rightly rejected by nearly all recent 


editors. 


larger than those of the ordinary aman- 
uensis. 

12. dc0t SéAoverr] ‘as many as 
wish ;’ concluding warning against the 
_ false Teachers whose true motives are 
here exposed, and contrasted with those 
which influenced the Apostle (ver. 14). 
edTpocwnioat év capKi| ‘to 
make a fair show in the flesh,’ not so 
little as ‘placere,’ Vulg., Clarom., or 


even ,oscnodAad9 (ut glorientur] 
x Zz ws 


Syr., but rather ‘pulehram faciem as- 
sumere’ [sht skenho] Copt., scil. ‘to 
wear a specious exterior in the earthly 
unspiritual element in which they move. 
The verb edmpoowréw is not used by any 
earlicr writer: but from the use of the adj. 
empdowmes ‘fair and specious’ (Herod. 
vit. 168, Demosth. Coron. p. 2773 see 
Elsner, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 200), and the 
similar compounds, ceuvorpoowméw ( Aris- 
toph. Nub. 863), and patvorporwméw (Cie. 
Att, yit. 21), cited by the commentators 
on this yerse, the meaning would appear 
correctly stated by Chrys. as eddoxiud, 
though not necessarily rapa avdpdmrocs ; 
see below. ‘The appended words év capi 
are commonly explained, either (a) ‘in 
observatione rerum carnalium,’ with 
physical reference to circumcision; or 
(d) ‘apud homines,’ with reference to 
judgment and opinions of others, —tva 
bvSpdrois apérwot, Chrys. rhy mapd dv- 
Spdbrwv Inpdmevor Sétavy, Vheod. Both 
interpretations, however, seem distinctly 
insufficient, as they put out of sight that 


more profound and far-reaching meaning 
of odpé, ‘the earthly existence and con- 
ditions of man,’ ‘notio universa rerum 
externarum’ (Schott), which pervades 
this whole epistle; see notes ch. v. 16, 
and Miiller, ow Sin, ch. m. ad fin., Vol. 
1. p. 853 (Clark). ob rot] ‘these ;’ 
it is this class and this preéminently, 
that are engaged in constraining you, 
etc. ; see notes ch, iii. 7. TO 
otauvpé| ‘on account of the cross ;’ not 
exactly ‘in cruce’ (Copt.), but ‘ob cru- 
cem’ (Beza), scil. ‘for preaching wns) 
doctrine of the cross of Christ.’ The 
dative points out the ground or cause of } 
the persecution ; compare Rom. xi. 20, 
efekAdodnoay TH amioria, and sce Winer, 
Gr. § 31. 6, p. 198, Bernhardy, Syné, 
ur. 14, p, 102. The ablatival explana- 
tion, that they may be persecuted with 
the cross of Christ (* perpessiones Christi,’ 
2 Cor. i. 5, Grot., comp. Vulg. ‘ crucis 
Christi persecutionem’), either, on the 
one hand, involves an unsatisfactory ex- 
planation of 6 oravpds, — which, as 
Brown (p. 359) rightly observes, in such 
expressions as the present always implies 
the fact of the atoning death of Christ, 
—or, on the other, causes a still more 
untenable meaning to be assigned to 
didkwyrat, viz. ‘lest the doctrine of Christ - 
wear a hostile aspect to them,’ as Neand. 
Planting, Vol. 1%. p. 226 (Bohn). The 
meaning, ‘that they may not follow 
after,’ Arm. (comp. Bth. ‘ut non ad-« 
hereatis’), is wholly untenable. 

13. oF5t yap...adrol| ‘For not 
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even they,’ ‘nam ne ipsi quidem,’ Beza, 
—they of whom it might reasonably 
have been expected ; confirmation of the 
preceding by a statement of the openly 
lax conduct of the Judaizers, and of the 
true motives by which they were influ- 
enced ; tantum abest, ut illorum intersit, 
a vobis legem observari,’ Beng. On the 
force of o¥8¢—&AAd, see on ch. i. 17. 

of meptteuvdpevor] ‘those who are 
having themselves circumcised, ‘qui cir- 
cumciduntur,’ Vulg.; pres. part., with 
reference to the prevailing practice of 
the false teachers either in respect of 
themselves or others. The explanation 
of Peile, Hilgenfeld, al., according to 
which the pres. part. wepireuy. loses its 
precise temporal reference (Winer, Gr. 
§ 45. 7, p. 316) and combines with the 
article to form a kind of subst., ‘the 
party or advocates of the circumcision’ 
(comp. ora of mepireuvduevor, Acta Pet. 
et Paul. § 63, cited by Hilgenfeld), is 
plausible, but perhaps not necessary; as 
the use of the pres. may be fairly ex- 
plained on the ground that St. Paul 
includes in the idea not merely their 
conformity to the rite (which strictly 
becomes a past act), but their endeavor 
thereby to draw others into the same state, 
which is a present and continuing act. 
It must be admitted that the reading, 
mepitetunuevar [Lachm., Scholz, Rinck, 
Mey., with BJ; 40 mss.; Clarom., al. ; 
Lat. Ff.] would give a more appropriate 
sense; the external authorities, however 
[ACDEK ; Vulg., Syr. (both), al.; 
Marcion, ap. Epiph., Chrys., Theodoret, 
al.], are distinctly in favor of the more 
difficult reading, mepiteuvduevot. 

vépov] ‘the law.’ Middleton here ex- 
plains the anarthrous yduos as ‘moral 
obedience’ (‘the principle of Law,’ 
Peile), adducing the parallel passage, 


Rom. ii. 25; but there’ also, as here, 
vduos is the Mosaic law: sce Alford on 
Rom. t.c. The reason why these Ju- 
daizers did not keep the law is not to be 
referred to their distance from Jerusalem 
(Theod.), nor to any similarly extenuat- 
ing circumstances, but, as the context 
seems to show, is to be attributed simply 
to their consummate hypocrisy ; 
Meyer tn Joc. 


see 
ral € / 
év TH bmeTtépa 


capKt] ‘in xour flesh,’ — ‘your bodily | 


and ritualistic mutilation;’ ¢.e. év 7@ 
kataxdmrew Thy Suetepay cdpxa, Theoph., 
— not their own observances of that law 
for which they are affecting so zealously 
to contend. There is no contradiction 
between the two motives assigned for 
their enforcement of the circumcision. 
The second, as Usteri observes, states 
positively what the first did negatively. 
They boasted that they had not only 
made Christian, but Jewish converts 
(* quod Judaismo implicuerint,’ 
Beza), and thus sought to escape perse- 
cution at the hands of the more bigoted 
Jews, 

14. éuol 58 ph yév. kavx.] ‘But 
from me far be it that I boast ;’ con-| 
trasted statement (5¢) of the feelings of! 
the Apostle and the substratum on 
which his katdynots alone rested, For 
exx. of this use of yévorre with an infin., 
see Gen. xliv. 7, 17, Josh. xxii. 29, al., 
and Polyb. Hist. xv. 10. 4, under) yé- 
ev T@ 


vos 


yoo meipay vuav haBeiv. 
otavp@] ‘in the cross: t. e. in the 
principle of the sufferings and death of 
Christ being the only means whereby 
we are justified and reconciled unto God 
(Rom. v. 9, 10); wat rf eort 7d Kadxnua 
Tod aravpod; "OTs 6 Xprords Be? cue ry 
SodAov, Tov exSpdv, Toy ayvdmovar Ad’ 
obrw me yannoe ws wal éEavtdy exdodvas 
dpa, Chrys. See a sound sermon on this 
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15. ofre ydp] So Tisch. with B; 17; Syr. (both), Goth., Sah., éth., Arm. ; 
Chrys., Syncell.; Hieron., Aug. (De. W., Mey., Bagge, Alf.) much commended 
by Griesb.; approved by Mil’ (Prolegom. p. 89). The longer reading, év yap 
Xpior@ *Inood is found in ACDEFGJK; Vulg., Clarom., Copt., Aith.-Platt, Syr.- 


text by Beveridge, Serm. xx1. Vol. 1. p. 
896 sq. A. C. Libr.). 5e od] 
‘by whom ;’ scil. by whose crucifixion.’ 
The relative may refer either to craupés 
(Theodoret), or to "Ino. Xpiords. It is 
curious that Baumg. Crus. in adopting 
the latter reference, and Windischm. the 
former, should both urge that, on the 
contrary supposition, St. Paul would 
have written éy g instead of 8? of As 
far as this argument goes, both are right 
(see Winer, Gr. § 48. a, p. 346, 347), 
though probably the frequent use of éy 
in the N. T. with reference to Christ is 
slightly in favor of Windischm. comp. 
Eph. i. 7. The context, however, is a 
far surer guide, and here, as the impor- 
tant and indeed emphasized subject rod 
Kup. ju. “Ino. Xp. immediately precedes, 
the relative will more naturally seem to 
refer to those words. kéomos] 
‘the world ;’ rd, Biwrind mpdypata, Chrys. ; 
not ‘res et religio Judaica,’ Schoettg. 
The full meaning has been well expressed 
by Calvin, ‘mundus: procul dubio op- 
ponitur nove creature; quicquid ergo 
contrarium est spirituali Christi regno 
mundus est, quia ad veterem hominem 
pertinet. Mundus est quasi objectum 
et scopus veteris hominis’ (cited by 
Peile), The present omission of the 
article with xéopos is very unusual, and 
only to be accounted for by the supposi- 
tion that xéouos was sometimes prac- 
tically regarded in the light of a proper 
name: in all other places in the N. T., 
except the present, 2 Cor. v. 9, and, 
somewhat differently, 2 Pet. ii. 5, the 
omission is only found after a preposi- 


tion (1 Cor. viii. 4, Phil. ii. 15, Col. ii. 
20), or when the noun is under the regi- 
men of a preceding. substantive (John 
xvii. 24, Rom. i. 28, iv. 13, xi..12, 15, 
Eph. i. 4, al); see Middl., Gr. Art. p. 
350 (ed. Rose), Winer, Gr. 19. p. 112. 
Whether in the concluding member 
the article is to be retained or rejected 
(Lachm.) is very doubtful. The exter- 
nal authority (ABCIDIFG; 17, Orig. 
(3), Ath., al.] for xéouw is very strong ; 
still as an omission to conform with the 
preceding member seems highly proba- 
ble, and the external authority [C3C?E 
JK; nearly all mss.; Clem., Orig. (7), 
and many Ff.] of considerable weight, 
we retain with Tisch, Mey., al., the 
longer reading 76 dou. é mot] 
‘to me ;’ dative of what is termed ‘ eth- 
ical relation,’;—a usage of this case 
which is more fully developed in the 
dat. commodi or incom. ; see Winer, Gr. 
§ 31. 4, p. 190, Bernhardy, Syn¢. ur. 9, 
p- 85, Kriiger, Sprachi. § 48. 5. This 
reciprocal crucifixion is a forcible mode 
of expressing the utter cessation of all 
communion between the Apostle and 
world: as Schott well observes, ‘alter 
pro mortuo habet alterum ;’ compare 
John vi. 56, 2 Thess. i, 12, 1 Cor. vi. 13. 
On the profound significance of these 
expressions of union with Christ, comp. 
Reuss, Théol. Chret. tv. 16, Vol. 11. p- 
164. 

15. o} re ydp] ‘For neither; ex- 
planatory confirmation of the preceding 
words 8? 0 «. 7. A., €ldes cravpod Siva- 
piv... . ob yap 5H udvoy Ta Tod Kdopmov 
mpdypara evéxpwoev altg mavta, AAA TA 
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Phil. with asterisk; Theod., Dam.; Ambrst., al. (Rec., Scholz, Lachm.}. The 
external evidence is thus very strong; still, the probability that the longer reading 
is a gloss from ch. v. 6, seems so great that, supported as we are by ancient Vy., 


we do not hesitate in adhering to the shorter reading. 


The reading icxver 


(Rec. with D3JK ; mss. ; al.), has less claim on attention. 


THs ToAttelas THs Tadacas avbrepov ToA- 
A@ xatéatnoe, Chrys. On the reading, 
see critical note. katwvh Kole 
ois] ‘anew creature.’ Kriois has two 
meanings in the N. T. ; active, «the act 
of creation’ (Rom. i. 20), passive, ‘ the 
thing created,’ — whether personal and 
individual (2 Cor. v. 17), or impersonal 
and collective (Rom. viii. 19). Either 
meaning will suit the present passage; 
the latter, perhaps (comp. 2 Cor. v. 17, 
ef tis €v Xpistg, Kkavh «tors, is most 
probable. The form of expression may 
possibly have originated from the use of 
the similar term sy7m_ 7573, to denote 
proselytes (Schoettg. Hor. Hebr. Vol. 1. 
p- 328); the meaning, however, and 
application, is here, of course, purely 
Christian. On these words see an ad- 
mirable sermon by Hammond, Serm. 
xxvul. Part. 1. p. 880 sq. (A. C. Libr.), 
comp. also Beveridge, Serm. x1x. Vol. 1. 
p. 342 sq. (A.C. Libr.), and five ser- 
mons by Tillotson, Serm, Vol. 111. p. 324 
sq. (Lond. 1752). 

16. kal door] ‘and as many as 
walk ;’ prominent specification of the 
personal subjects in regard of whom the 
prayer is offered, the nominatival clause 
standing isolated, and passing kar’ dva- 
koAovStay into another structure; see 
Jelf. Gr. § 477. 1. The reading is 
doubtful. On the one hand, the fut. 
croxhaovow is fairly supported [B (Mai.) 
C7JIK; mss.; Vulg.; Chrys., Theod.], 
and perhaps not quite so likely to have 
been changed from the pres. as vice 
versd. Still, on the other, as the ex- 


ternal evidence [AC!DEFG ; mss, ; Cla- 
20 


rom.; Syr. (both), Goth., Copt. (appy.), 
Arm. ; Chrys., Jerome, Aug., al.] is very 
strong, and a change to a future, as 
pointing out the course the Galatians 
were to follow, not wholly improbable, 
we adopt with Tisch., De W., al. the 
present oroxovow. 
vovte TovT@| ‘according to this rule,’ 
scil. of faith; nayvdva éxdrece Thy mpo- 
kemévny didacxartay, Theod. It is per- 
haps slightly doubtful whether we are 
here to adopt the more literal meaning 
of «avdév, ‘directing line’ (Mey.), 


|Lem.5 [Semitam] Syr.) or the more 


derivative meaning ‘maxim,’ ‘norma 
vivendi’ (garaideinai, Goth., heg [lex] 
ith.) ; the former seems, at first sight, 
in better accordance with oroxodow, 
but as this verb is used above (ch. v. 16), 
with but little tinge of its physical 
meaning (contrast Rom, iv. 12), and as 
kavev may very naturally be referred to 
the principle stated in ver, 15, the latter 
and metaphorical meaning (7 «avd 
kad 7h 8idaxH TavTy, Gicum.) is here to 
be preferred. On the derivative mean- 
ing of xavév, see an article by Planck, 
in Comment. Theol. Vol. 1. 1, p. 209 sq. 
and for exx. Elsner, Obs. Vol. 11. p. 201. 
The dat. is obviously the dativus norme ; 
see notes on ch. y. 16, Winer, Gr. § 31. 
6, p. 193, Fritz. Rom. xiii. 13, Vol. 11. 
p. 142, ceiphyn ém airtods] 
‘peace be upon them,’ ‘super illos,’ 
Vulg., Clarom., not perhaps without 
some idea of peace and mercy coming 
down upon them from heaven (Mey.); 
comp. Acts xix. 6,2 Cor, xii. 9. It has 
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Ocod. 


Trouble me not: 
Christ’s accredited 
vant. 


I am 
ser- 


pov Baral. 


been urged (De W.) that éorly or éorau 
(Syr. joon) comp. Chrys.) is here to be 


supplied rather than eYy, and that the 
verse is to be regarded as declaratory, 
and not benedictory. Both the position 
of the verse, however, and the signifi- 
cant union of eipfvn and Zdcos (1 Tim. 
i, 2,2 Tim. i. 2, 2 John 3, Jude 2) seem 
in favor of the ordinary construction ; 
érnttato toy edcov xal Thy eiphyny, 
Theod. ‘The order (contrast 1 Tim. i. 2, 
2 Tim. i. 2, Jude 2) may be due to the 
fact that the Apostle desires to put the 
effect before the ‘ causa efficiens’ (Mey.) 
as more in harmony with the reiissuring 
character of the benediction, or arises 
merely from the feeling that in the 
absence of ydpis, efphyn formed the 
more natural commencement. Jude 2 
is rather different, owing to the addition 
of aydan. On the meaning of ZAcos, as 
involving not only ‘misericordia’ (oik- 
tipuds), but ‘ipsum miseris succurrendi 
studium,’ see Tittmann, Synon. p. 69, 
sq. kal éml tov "lopana 
70d @eod] ‘and upon the Israel of 
God,’ It is doubtful whether xa) is ex- 
plicative, ‘namely, upon the Israel of 
God,’ or simply copulative. The ex- 
planatory «al, though needlessly ob- 
truded on several passages of the N. T., 
is still distinctly found in St. Paul's 
Epp. (contr. De Wette), see Fritz, Rom. 
ix. 23, Vol. 11. p. 339, Winer, Gr. § 53. 
3, p. 388. Still, as it is doubtful whether 
kal is ever used by St. Paul in so marked 
an explicative force as must here be as- 
signed (the exx. cited by Meyer, 1 Cor, 
iii. 5, viii. 11, xv. 88, do not seem con- 
clusive), and as it seems still more doubt- 


A a \ 4 z 

Y rod Aowrov KOTrOUS pol pNdels TrapEeYEeTw 

a A SS: a , v4 

ya yap Ta otlypwata Tod ‘Incod ev TO copaTi 


ful whether Christians generally could 
be called ‘the Israel of God’ (contrast 
Brown, p. 382), the simple copulative 
meaning seems most probable (Ps. 
Ambr., Grot., Est.). St. Paul includes 
all in his blessing, of whatever stock 
and kindred; and then, with his 
thoughts turning (as they ever did) to 
his own brethren after the flesh (Rom. 
ix. 3), he pauses to specify those who 
were once Israelites according to the 
flesh (1 Cor. x. 18), but now are the 
Israel of God (‘rod @eod auctorem in- 
nuit, quem Deus veluti peculium suum 
reddidit,’ Schott), — true spiritual chil- 
dren of Abraham. 

17. rod Aotrod] ‘Henceforth ;’ not 
for ard tod Aoiwod (Bos, Eltips. p. 461, 
Brown), or for Ao:rdy (Bloomf.), though 
commonly used both for it and 7d Aourdy 
in later writers (Bernh. Synt. 11. 36, p. 
145), but the correct temporal genitive, 
denoting ‘the time within which,’ or 
at some epoch of which the action is 
represented as taking place; compare 
Madvig, Synt. § 66. a. Thus, taken 
strictly, tod Aorrod x. T. A. is, ‘let no 
one at any time in the future,’ etc., 7d 
Aomdy k. T.A., ‘let no one during the 
future,’ ete. ; comp. Herm. ad Vig. No. 
26, ‘7d Aormdy dicitur et tod Aoirod, hoc 
discrimine, quod 7 Amy continuum 
et perpetuum tempus significat; ov 
Aorod autem repetitionem ejusdem 
facti reliquo tempore indicat.’ The 
general temporal genitive, it may be 
remarked, appears to be more correctly 
referred to the partitive force of that 
case, than to ideas either of origination 
or antecedence (Hartung, Casus, p. 34, 
Jelf, Gr. § 523), or of possession (Alf.) ; 
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8H xdpis tod Kupiov jyav ’Inood Xpic- 


a wv o a 
TOU peTa TOD TrEpATOS KuoV, ddeAoi dyrjy. 


see Scheuerl. Synt. § 15, p. 
Donalds. Gr. § 451. 
kédmous wapexétw] ‘cause trouble ;’ 
‘surely not by obliging the Apostle to 
send further letters, but by troubling his 
spirit by their inability (cadeuduevor, 
CEcum.), and still more, as the next 
clause shows, by thwarting his apostolic 
ke authority. éyo yap] ‘for I;’ 
reason for the command; the éy& being 
emphatic and in opposition to the false 
teachers, — not to pydels (De W.), un- 
less considered as one of them, — and 
ee yap introducing the fact that he was 
a fully accredited servant of Christ: eis 
poBov mretova euBddAdwy Kad mnyvis Tos 
Tap avtov teXévtas vduous, Chrys. 
Ta oTiypatal ‘the marks ;’ the local 
addition éy 7G oduari pov necessarily 
referring the term to the wounds and 
scars and outward tokens of the persecu- 
| tions and sufferings which the Apostle 
had undergone in the service of Christ ; 
comp. 2 Cor. xi. 28 sq. There is appy. 
further a distinct allusion to the marks 
burnt on slaves to denote whom they 
belonged to; compare Herod, vi. 233, 
ZoriCov otlyp. Baoirhia, Martial, Epigr. 
xu. 61, ‘stigmate non meo,’ and espe- 
cially Deyling, Obdserv. Sacr. Vol. m1. 
No. 48, p. 423 sq., where the various 
classes of orryparopdpo are enumerated, 
and the whole subject copiously illus- 
trated. The gen. *I7 003% thus indicates, 
neither origin (‘ auctore Christo,’ Gom.), 
nor remote reference to (* propter Chris- 
tum,’ Pisc.; compare Olsh.,—a most 
doubtful translation both here and 2 Cor. 


100, 


and were the ‘signa militice Christi que 
me comprobant ejus esse,’ Gloss. Intert. 


(cited by Bagge). The insertion 
of Kupiov before Inood ( Rec.) is fairly 
supported [C83DSEJK; mss. Vulg., Cla- 
rom., Syr. (both), Goth., th.-Platt), 
but owing to the variations (DIFG, juav 
"I. X.; Copt., Aith.-Pol., al., rod Xp.; 
al. aliter) rightly rejected by Lachm., 
Tisch, [ABC1; mss.; Amit., — but not 
Eth., Arm., as Tisch., Alf.] in favor 
of the text. Baortd wl] ‘I bear ;’ 
either in the ‘sensus molestus’ of ch. v. 
10, vi. 5, or perhaps, with some solem- 
nity, in ref. to the dignifying nature of 
his Master's marks: od« efrev, exo, 
GAAd, Baotd(w, &bomep tis ém) tporalos 
beéya ppovey } onuciors BactArKois, Chrys. ; 
compare Acts ix. 15, Baorrdoa 7d dvoue 
pov, and Clem. Hom. ap. Coteler, Vol. 
I. p. 692, eixdva Oeod Bacrdcey. 

18. 7 xdpis K«. 7. A.] On the varied 
nature of the Apostle’s concluding bene- 
dictions, see the exx. and illustrations in 
notes on 1 Thess. v. 28. 
Tod mvevmaTos bua] ‘be with 
your spirit ;’ not appy. with any allu- 
sion to the odpt (amdywv abto’s Tay cap- 
xucav, Chrys.), but simply with reference 
to the mvedua as the ‘ potior pars’ of man 
(‘hominem a potiore; parte sic antiquis 
dici Theologis, nec novum nec inusita- 
tum est,’ Heinsius, Exerc, p. 429), and 
not improbably to the fact that it is in the 
spirit of man that the operations of grace 
make themselves felt ; 77 Wuxf Thy xapw 
érebxera yevéoda:, Gicum.; compare 
Philem. 25, 2 Tim, iv. 22, and notes in 
loc. &5¢eA got] Here the un- 
usual position of the word seems to be 
intentional: they were indeed brethren, 
and though for a while severed from the 
Apostle, and the subjects of his censure, 
still brethren in their common Lord. 
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ee, 
ih ey ome 


NOTICH. 


Tue general principles on which this translation has been drawn up are 
explained in the Preface. I will here only again remind the reader that, as 
a general rule, I have not departed from the Authorized Version, unless it 
appears to be either incorrect, inexact, insufficient, obscure, or (see notice to 
Transl. of Past. Epp.) noticeably inconsistent in its translations of more im- 
portant expressions. These deviations are all stated in the notes, and if not 
there specially alluded to, or self-evident, will be found to depend on reasons 
assigned in the Commentary. I have also subjoined, in all the more impor- 
tant cases, citations from eight of the older versions, viz., those of Wiclif, 
Tyndale, Coverdale, (Bible), Coverdale (Testament), Cranmer, Geneva, 
Bishops’, and Rheims. For the citations from five of these (Wiclif’s, Tyn- 
dale’s, Cranmer’s, the Genevan and Rhemish Versions), I am indebted to 
Tue EnGuisu Hexapta, of Messrs. Bagster. Those from Coverdale have 
been taken respectively from the first edition of his Bible in 1535 (now made 
accessible to the general reader by the reprint of the same publishers), and 
from the same venerable translator’s Duglott Testament of 1538, which, 
though expressly taken from the Latin, still contains some interesting and 
suggestive translations. ‘The citations from the Bishops’ Bible are derived 
from the second and slightly amended edition of 1572, a copy of the N. T. 
portion of which, in small portable quarto, appy. differing only from the folio 
edition in the modes of spelling, has been sometimes used for the sake of con- 
venience. All these extracts, though but of doubtful authority in disputed 
texts, will still be found frequently to suggest useful alternative renderings, 
and will also give the reader such a practical acquaintance with the princi- 
ples on which the Authorized Version was drawn up, as will tend to make 
him thankfully acknowledge, that it is truly, what Selden termed it, “ the best 
translation in the world.” 

The abbreviations in the notes will, I think, easily explain themselves. It 
may be only necessary to remark, that where an asterisk is affixed toa cita- 
tion from the Authorized Version, the deviation in the text has arisen from a 
different reading. In the text, the italics (which slightly differ from those 
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in the first edition of the Auth. Vers.) denote, as usual, words not in ihe 
original ; the small capitals mark words which are emphatic in the original, 
but which could not occupy an emphatic position in the translation, without 
harsh inversions. 

In the present edition, a few emendations (especially in reference to the 
aorist) have been introduced into the translation, and a few additional com- 
ments, either on the reasons for the changes, or on general principles of 
translation, inserted in the notes: see Notice to Translation of the Epp. to 
the Thessalonians. p. 132.* 

As the subject of a revision of the Authorized Version is now becoming 
more and more one of the questions of the day, I again desire to remind the 
reader that the Revised Version which follows is only one designed for the 
closet (see Pref. to Pastoral Epp. p. xvi.), and that it is in no way to be con- 
sidered as a specimen of what might be thought a desirable form of an 
authoritative Revision. The more experience I gain in the difficult task of 
revising, the more convinced am I of the utter insufficiency and hopelessness 
of any single translator’s efforts to produce a Version for general purposes. 
The individual may sometimes suggest something more or less worthy of pass- 
ing consideration, but it is from the collective wisdom of the many that we 
must alone look for any hopeful specimen of a revision of the noble Version 
at present in use. 


* ENGLISH EDITION. 


THE EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS. 


CHAPTER I. 


pee an apostle, not from men, neither by man, but by Jesus 
Christ, and God the Father who raised Him from the dead, 
—’and Aut the brethren which are with me, unto the churches of 


Galatia. 


* Grace be to you and peace from God the Father, and 


our Lord Jesus Christ,* who gave Himself for our sins, that He 
might deliver us out of the present evil world, according to the will 


CuaprEeR I, 1. From] ‘Of,’ Auth. 
and the other Vy. Though it does not 
seem desirable in every case to change 
the familiar ‘of,’ of Auth. into the now 
more usual ‘from,’ it is perhaps better 
to do so in most of the cases where it is 
used as a translation of aé: where, on 
the other hand, ék is used, ‘of’ (‘out of’) 
will often be found a very convenient 
translation; see notes on chap. iii. 16. 
With regard to did, it is nearly impossi- 
ble to lay down any fixed principles of 
translation: where the idea of medium 
is designed to be expressed with especial 
distinctness, we may adopt ‘through,’ 
but where this is not the case, the inclu- 
sive ‘by’ (‘agent, instrument, cause, 
means, Johnson) will be found suffi- 
ciently exact, and commonly much more 
idiomatic. 

2. Which] It may be here observed that 
archaisms, as such, are not removed from 
the Authorized Version except where 

21 


& positive error is involved. Here there 
is none; ‘which’ is not merely the neu- 
ter of ‘who,’ but is a compound word; 
Latham, Engl. Lang. § 305. 4 (ed. 3). 

3. And our] ‘And from our,’ Auth. 
and the other Vv. except Wiel., ‘of 
It seems desirable to leave out the prep- 
osition in ‘the second member, as more 
true to the original; see notes on Phil. 
i. 2 (Transl.). 

4. Out of] So Coverd. (Test.) : ‘from,’ 
Auth, and the remaining Vv. In the 
next words it seems better to retain Auth, 
(changing ‘this’ into ‘the’), as the 
transl. ‘world of evil’ (ed. 1), though 
better preserving the unusual order of 
the Greck, might be thought to imply in 
the original the existence of a gen. of 
quality. Neither of the usual transla- 
tions, ‘ world,’ or ‘age’ (though the for- 
mer perhaps more nearly) give the exact 
meaning of aidv; the best paraphrase 
seems, ‘spirit of the age;’ see notes on 


162 GALATIANS. Cnapr.I. 4.—9. 


of God and our Father: § to whom le the glory for ever and ever. 
Amen. 

‘I marvel that ye are so soon changed over from Him that 
called you in the grace of Christ, unto a different gospel: ' which 
is NoT another; save that there are some who trouble you, and 
desire to pervert the Gospel of Christ. * Howbeit even if we, or 
an angel from heaven, should preach any gospel unto you contrary 
to that which we preached unto you, let him be accursed. ° As 
we have said before, so say I now again, If any man preacheth any 
gospel unto you contrary to that which ye received, let him be 


accursed. 


Eph. ii. 2. God and our Father] 
Scholefield (Hints on 1 Cor, xv. 24), 
while fully admitting the reference of the 
gen. only to the latter noun, suggests the 
omission of the copula in translation 
(so Syr., ith.) as more conformable to 
As, how- 
ever, there are several cases where the 
copula is omitted in the Greek, and 
others, as here, where it is inserted, it 
seems best, in so solemn a designation, 
to preserve the distinction by a special 
and even peculiar translation: so Vulg., 
Clarom., Copt., Arm., and Syr.-Philox. 

5. The glory| ‘Glory,’ Auth. As the 
art. is appy- here used kar’ éfoxhv (see 
notes), and may be inserted in this pas- 
sage without seriously violating English 
idiom, it seems best to follow here the 
usage of Auth. in Matth. vi. 13 (Rec.). 

6. Changing over| ‘Removed,’ Auth.; 
‘moved,’ Wiel; ‘turned,’ Tynd., Cov. 
(both), Cran., Gen., Bish.; ‘transferred,’ 
Rhem. By| So Cran.: ‘into,’ 
Auth., Wicl., Rhem.; ‘in, Tynd., Cov., 
Bish. ‘unto,’ Cov. (Test.) Gen.: see 
notes, A different] ‘ Another,’ 
Auth, and all the other Vv. 

7. Save that] So Cov. (Test.): ‘but 
there be some that,’ Auth.; ‘but that there 
be some,’ Wiel., Tynd., Cov., Cranmer, 
Gen., Bish.; ‘unless,’ Rhem. The 
present participle might at first sight seem 


the idiom of our language. 


© For now am I making men my friends, or God? or 


to suggest the use of the auxiliary ‘ave 
troubling ;’ as, however, of rapdocoytes 
is equivalent to a kind of substantive, and 
serves to mark the characteristic of the 
false teachers, the (iterative) present is 
more appropriate; comp. Latham, Lngl. 
Lang., § 573 (ed. 3.). 

8. Howbeit] Similarly Cov., Bish., 
‘neuerthelesse :’ ‘ but,’ Auth. and the re- 
maining Vy. Even if | ‘ Though,’ 
Auth. and the other Vy. except Rhem., 
‘although.’ Should preach] 
‘Preach, Auth. and all the other Vy. 
The idea of future contingency involved 
in the use of éay with subj. (Herm Viger, 
No. 312), may here be suitably expressed 
by inserting should. Any gospel, 
etc.| ‘Any other gospel unto you than,’ 
Auth., Tynd., Cov., Cran., Bish.; ‘other- 
waies than,’ Gen.; ‘beside that,’ Wiel., 
Rhem. Preached| ‘ Have preached,’ 
Auth. and the other Vv. 

9. Have said] So Cov. (both), Rhem: 
‘said,’ Auth. and the remaining Vv. 
Preacheth| ‘ Preach, Auth.; change to the} 
indicative to preserve the opposition of 
moods in original; see notes on 2 Thess. 
iii. 14. (Zransl.). Any gospel, etc.| 
‘Other gospel unto you than that,’ 
Auth. Received] ‘ Have received,’ 
Auth. and the other Vy. except Wiel., 
‘han undirfongen, 

10. Now am I making, etc.| ‘Do I now 
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am I seeking to please men? if I were sTILL pleasmg men, I 
should not be a servant of Christ. 

™ Now I certify you, brethren, touching the gospel which was 
preached by me that it is not after man. ” For neither did I re- 
ceive it from man, neither was I taught ¢t, but through revelation 
from Jesus Christ. ™ For ye heard of my conversation in time 
past in Judaism, how that beyond measure I persecuted the church 
of God, and was destroying it; “and made advance in Judaism 
beyond many my equals in mine own nation, being more exceed- 


ingly zealous for the traditions 


persuade men,’ Auwth., Bish.; Rhem.: 
‘counceil,’ Wiel.; ‘preach man’s doc- 
trine,’ Tynd., Gen.; ‘ preach I men,’ Cov.; 
‘speak fayre,’ Cov. ( Test.) ; ‘speak unto,’ 
Cran.; ‘use persuasion,’ Rhem. The 
change to the more definitely present, 
‘am I making,’ seems required by the 
emphasis which evidently rests on &prt. 
On the nature of the English present, 
comp. Latham, Engl. Lang. § 573, 579 
(ed. 3). If] So Wicl., Tynd., 
Rhem.: ‘for if,’ Auth, Cran., Gen. 

Am I seeking| ‘Do I seek,’ Auth., Wicl., 
Coverd. (Test.), Rhem.; ‘go I about,’ 
Tynd., and the remaining Vy. 

Were still pleasing] ‘Yet pleased,’ Auth. 
A] ‘The,’ Auth. and the other Vy. except 
Wicl., ‘ Christis servant.’ 

11. Now] ‘But,’ Auth., Cov.; omitted 

in Tynd., Cran., Gen., Bish, 
Touching the Gospel, etc.| ‘That the Gos- 
pel which was, etc. is not,’ 
Auth. Perhaps the text, which is more 
exactly in accordance with the order of 
the Greek, makes the denial a little more 
emphatic. By] ‘Of, Auth, and 
all the other Vv. 

12. Did I receive] So Rhem.: ‘1 nei- 
ther received it,’ Auth., Cov., Cran. ‘ne 
I took it of man, ne lerned,’ Wrel.; ‘ne- 
ther received I it,’ Tynd., Gen.; ‘I did 
not receive it nor learned it,’ Cov. (Test.). 
There is here some little difficulty in both 
preserving the emphasis on ‘I,’ and also 
indicating that the first negative is not 


of my fathers. ™ But when it 
strictly correlative to the second. The 
insertion of the auxiliary perhaps par- 
tially effects this, as it places the ‘nei- 
ther’ a little further from the verb, and 
still leaves it in that prominence which 
it seems most naturally to occupy. In 
ed. 1 (‘for I indeed received it not’), 
this latter point was perhaps too much 
sacrificed. From man] ‘Of man,’ 
Auth. and the other Vy. except Wicl., 
‘bi man.’ Through rev. from] 
‘By the rev. of,’ Auth. and the other Vy. 
except Wicl., ‘bi reuelacioun.’ 

13. Ye heard] ‘Ye have heard,’ Auth. 
and the other Vy. Judaism] 
So Rhem.: ‘the Jews’ religion, Auth., 
Gen. (‘the Jewishe rel.’), Bish.; ‘the Ju- 
rie,’ Wicl.; ‘the Jews’ wayes,’ Tynd.; 
‘the Jewshippe,’ Cov. Was de- 
stroying it] ‘ Wasted it,’ Auth; ‘faughte: 
agen it,’ Wicl.; ‘spoyled it,’ Tynd., Cow., 
Cran., Gen., Bish; ‘drove them out,’ 
Cov. (Test.); ‘expugned it,’ Rhem. 
This change is in consequence of the 
strong meaning of ropSéw, which it seems 
desirable to maintain. To resolve also 
the other imperfects would make the 
sentence heavy and cumbrous, and add 
but little to the sense. 

14. Made advance, etc.| ‘Profited in 
(Wicl., Gen., Bish., Rhem.) the Jews’ 
religion above,’ Auth; ‘prevayled in,’ 
Tynd., Coverd., Cranmer. For| 
‘Of,’ Auth. 

15. Set me apart] ‘Separated me,’ 
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pleased God, who set me apart from my mother’s womb, and called 
me through His grace, ™ to reveal His Son within me, that I 
might preach Him among the Gentiles; immediately I conferred 
not with flesh and blood: ” neither went I away to Jerusalem to 
them which were apostles before me ; but I went away into Arabia, 
and returned again unto Damascus. ™ Then after three years, I 
went up to Jerusalem to visit Cephas, and I tarried with him fifteen 
days. ™ But other of the apostles saw I none, save James the 
brother of the Lord. ” Now the things which I write unto you, 
behold, before God, I lie not. ™ Afterwards I came into the regions 
of Syria and Cilicia; ” and remained unknown by face unto the 
churches of Judzea which were in Christ: * but they were hearing 
only That he who was our persecutor in times past is now preach- 


Auth. and the other Vy. except Wicl., 
‘departid me,’ and Cov. (Test.), ‘sun- 
dered me.’ The change is made to pre- 
vent ‘from’ being understood as local : 
see notes. Through| ‘By, 
Auth. and the other Vv. In this passage, 
it seems desirable to adopt the more 
rigorous translation of dd, as suggesting 
more distinctly the fact that x¢pis was not 
the instrument, but the ‘causa medians ;’ 
see notes. 

16. Within] ‘In,’ Auth., Wicl., Cov., 
Bish., Rhem.; ‘by,’ Tynd., Cov. (Test.), 
Cran.; ‘to,’ Gen., Rhem.: ‘heathen,’ Auth. 
and the remaining Vv. Conferred| 
So Auth. This translation is not wholly 
adequate, but it is not easy to fix upona 
more exact one. The original word 
seems to involve two ideas, addressing 
one’s self to (pds, direction), and taking 
counsel with. Most of the older transla- 
tions give prominence to the latter and 
more important idea, e. g. ‘I commened 
not ef the matter, Zynd., Cov., Cran., 
Genev.; some of the moderns, e. g. Meyer, 
Lewin, express more distinctly the for- 
mer. It seems difficult to combine both 
without paraphrasing. The singular 
translation in Cov. (Test.), ‘I did not 
graunt’ (comp. Rhem., ‘I condescended 
not,’), results from the Vulg. ‘acquievi.’ 


17. Away (bis)]* ‘Up,’ Auth. In the 
concluding clause it seems better to 
maintain the order of Auth. ‘returned 
again,’ not as the Greek order might 
seem to suggest, ‘again returned’; for 
the mdAw is only idiomatically added to 
the verb, and is appy. without any special 
emphasis ; comp. Acts xviii. 21, and see 
exx. in Kiihner on Xenoph. Mem. 11. 4.4. 

18. Visit Cephas] ‘See *Peter,’ Auth. 
and all the other Vv. I tarried] 
Sim, Rhem.: ‘abode,’ Auth., Tynd., Cov. 
(both), Cran., Gen., Bish.; ‘ dwellid,’ 
Wiel. 

19. The brother of the Lord] Sim. 
Rhem., ‘the brother of our Lord :’ ‘the 
Lord's brother,’ Auth. and other Vv. 
‘This latter mode of translation is perhaps 
more appropriate when neither substan- 
tive has the article. 

22. Remained] ‘Was unknown,’ Auth. 
and all the other Vy. 

23. Were hearing] ‘Had heard,’ Auth., 
Cov., Rhem., Bish.; ‘hadden oonli an 
hearynge,’ Wicl.; ‘heard,’ Tynd., Cran. 
Gen. Conybeare and Howson have given 
a good paraphrase: ‘tidings only were 
brought them from time to time ;’ comp, 
Erasm., ‘rumor apud illos erat, 

Who was our persecutor]. ‘Which perse- 
euted us,’ Auth., Tynd., Cran., Gen, 
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ing the faith which once he destroyed. ™ And they glorified God 
in me. 


CHAPTER II. 


THEN after fourteen years I went up again to Jerusalem with 
Barnabas, and took Titus also with me. ? And I went up by reve- 
lation, and communicated unto them the gospel which I preach 
among the Gentiles, but privately to them which were of reputa- 
tion, lest by any means I might be running, or have run, in vain. 
* Howbeit not even Titus, who was with me, though he was a 
Greek, was compelled to be circumcised: ‘ and that, because of 
the false brethren craftily brought in, men who came in stealthily 
to spy out our liberty which we have in Christ Jesus, that they 
might bring us into bondage: ° to whom we gave place by our sub- 
mission, no, not for an hour; that the truth of the gospel might 


Bish., Rhem.; ‘that pursued us,’ Wiel.; 
‘that persecuted us,’ Cov.; ‘that did per- 
secute us,’ Cov. (Test.). 

Is now preaching] ‘ Now preacheth, Auth. 
Tynd., Cov. (‘pr. now’), Cran., Gen., 
Bish.; ‘doth now preach,’ Cov. (Test.) ; 
‘doth now evangelize, hem. The 
change is made to mark more definitely 
the present act ; comp. notes and ref. on 
ch. i, 10. 


Carter II. 1. After fourteen years] 
So Rhem.: ‘fourteen years after,’ Auth. 
and the other Vy. (Zynd., Cov., ‘after 
that ;’ Cran., ‘ thereafter’). The change 
is perhaps desirable as it slightly tends to 
prevent the last-mentioned events being 
considered as the terminus a quo of the 
fourteen years. Titus also] So 
Rhem-~ ‘ Titus with me also,’ Auth., Tynd., 
Cov., Gen.; ‘Titus also beynge taken 
with me,’ Cov. (Test.); the rest omit cal 
in translation. 

2. The Gospel] So all Vv. except 
Auth., ‘that Gospel.’ Might be 
running, etc.] ‘Should (om. Wicl.) run or 
had run,’ Auth. and all Vv. The text 
seems to preserve more exactly, and per- 


haps also more grammatically, the con- 
trast between the pres. (subj.) and past 
tense. - It may be observed that should 
‘simpliciter futuritionem indicat :’ might 
‘de rei possibilitate dicitur;’ Wallis, 
Gram. Angl. p. 107. 

8. Howbeit not even] Sim. Cov. (Test.), 
‘neuerthelesse nother:’ ‘but neither,’ 
Auth., Rhem.: ‘and neither, Wicl.; ‘also, 
Titus ... yet, etc.’ Zynd., Cran., Gen. 
Though he was] ‘Being,’ Auth. 

4. The false, etc.) Similarly Rhem.: 
‘false brethren unawares brought in, 
who,’ Auth.; ‘and that because of (‘ cer- 
tayne,’ Cov.) incommers beynge falco 
br.,’ Tynd., Cran., Bish. Stealth- 
ily] ‘Privily,’ Auth., Cov. (Test.) Cran., 
Gen., Bish ; Wicl. omits ; ‘amonge other, 
Tynd., Cov.; ‘craftily,’ Rhem. Perhaps 
the change is desirable as avoiding 
repetition, and as harmonizing slightly 
better with the action described by the 
verb. 

5. By our submission] ‘By subjection,’ 
Auth., Bish; ‘to subdjeccioun ;’ ‘as con- 
cerning to be brought into subjection,’ 
Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen.; ‘yelded not 
subjection,’ Rhem.; Cov. (Test.) omits. 
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continue with you. * But from those who were high in reputation, 
— whatsoever they were, it maketh no matter to me; God accept- 
eth no man’s person, — to me certainly they who were of reputa- 
tion communicated nothing ; 7 but contrariwise, when they saw that 
I was entrusted with the gospel of the uncircumcision, even as 
Peter was with that of the circumcision, * (for He that wrought 
for Peter towards the apostleship of the circumcision, the same 
wrought for me also towards the Gentiles), ° and became aware 
of the grace that was given unto me, James, and Cephas, and John, 
who are accounted as pillars, gave to me and Barnabas right hands 
of fellowship; that we should be apostles unto the Gentiles, and 


6. From] ‘Of, Auth. and the other 

Vy. except Cov., ‘as to them;’ Cov. 
(Test.), ‘as for them.’ The change here 
seems necessary to prevent ‘of’ being 
considered a mere sign of the gen, case. 
Were high, etc.| ‘Seemed to be some- 
what,’ Auth., Cran., and sim. Cov. (Test.); 
‘that seemed to be great,’ Cov., and sim. 
Tynd., Gen. The very slight distinction 
between dSoxodyres and Sok.-elval ti, and 
the apparent ref. to the judgment of others 
(see notes) are appy. both conveyed more 
nearly by this translation than by the 
more literal rendering of Auth. 
To me certainly, etc.| ‘For they who 
seemed to be somewhat in conference added 
nothing to me,’ Auth.; ‘added nothynge,’ 
Tynd., Cran., Bish., Rhem.; ‘taught me 
nothing,’ Cov; ‘avayled me nothing,’ 
Cov. (Test.) ; ‘dyd communicate nothing 
with me,’ Gen. 

7. I was entrusted, etc.] ‘The gospel 
+... Was committed unto me as the Gos- 
pel of the circumcision was unto Peter,’ 
Auth., and sim. the other Vv. The 
change of order is made, for the sake of 
keeping the emphasis on memlorevua: 
see Meyer, Even as] ‘ As,’ Auth. 
and all the other Vy. On the translation 
of xaSds, see notes on 1 Thess. i. 5. 

8. Wrought] So Wicl., Cov. (Test.), 
Rhem.: ‘wrought effectually,’ Auth. ; 
‘was mighty,’ Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., 


Bish. The idea of effectual working, 
though to a considerable extent involved 
in évepyeiv, is perhaps scarcely sufficiently 
prominent to be expressed definitely ; see, 
however, notes on 1 Thess. ii. 13. 

For] Similarly Wiel., ‘to Peter:’ ‘in,’ 
Auth., Tynd , Cran., Bish., Rhem.; ‘ with,’ 
Cov.; ‘by,’ Cov. (Test.), Gen. 

Towards| ‘To,’ Auth., Wiel, Cov., Bish., 
Rhem.; ‘in,’ Tynd. and the remaining Vy. 
Wrought] ‘Was mighty in me toward,’ 
Auth. All the other Vv. give the same 
translation to évepyéw in the second 
clause that they adopt in the first. 

9. And became aware, etc.| Similarly, 
as to order, Wiel., Tynd., Cran., Bish., 
Rhem., except that they repeat the idio- 
matic ‘when’ in the translation of the tem- 
poral participle yvévres, but thus slightly 
impair the natural sequence of the {Sevres 
.. kal yrdvres. Auth. inverts, ‘and 
when James, Cephas, and John, who 
seemed to be,’ ete.; Cov. turns into a 
finite verb, ‘they perceived.’ 

And Cephas| Sim. Wicl., Rhem.: Auth. . 
and the remaining Vy. omit ‘and’ 

Are accounted as] ‘Seemed to be,’ Auth. 
and all the Vv. except Wicl., ‘weren 
seyn to be;’ Gen., ‘are taken to be.’ 
Right hands] ‘The right hands,’ Auth. 
and the other Vy. except Wiel, ‘right 
hond.’ Be apostles} So Cran., 
Bish.: ‘should go, Auth; ‘that we among 
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they unto the circumcision. ™ Only they would that we should 
remember THE POOR; which very thing I also was forward to do. 

” But when Cephas came to Antioch, I withstood him to the face, 
because he had been condemned. ” For before that certain men 
came from James, he was eating with the Gentiles; but when they 
came, he began to withdraw and separate himself, fearmg them 
which were of the circumcision. ™ And the rest of the Jews also 
dissembled with him; insomuch that even Barnabas was carried 
away with by their dissimulation. “ Howbeit when I saw that they 
were not walking uprightly according to the truth of the gospel, I 
said unto Cephas before all, If thou, being a Jew, livest after the 
manner of Gentiles, and not as do the Jews, how zs 7t that thou 
constrainest the Gentiles to keep the customs of the Jews? ° Wz 
truly are by nature Jews, and not sinners of the Gentiles; 


the hethen,’ Wiel ; ‘shuld preach,’ Tynd., ing Vv. Also dissembled] ‘ Dis- 


Cov. (both), Gen.; ‘that we unto,’ Rhem. 
Gentiles] So Gen., Ehem.: ‘heathen,’ 
Auth. and the remaining Vy. 

10. Which very thing] ‘The same 
which,’ Auth.; ‘the whiche thing,’ Wicl., 
Cov. Test. (‘thing also’); ‘ whiche thing 
also,’ Tynd., Cov., Gen.; ‘wher in also,’ 
Cran., Bish.; ‘the which same thing also,’ 
them. 

11. Cephas] * ‘ Peter,’ Auth. 

Came] So Cov. (Test.): ‘was come,’ 
Auth. and the remaining Vv. Had 
been condemned] ‘Was to be blamed,’ 
Auth., Bish.; ‘was worthy to be blamed,’ 
Tynd., Cov., Cran, Gen., and similarly 
Wicl., ‘to be undirnomen ;’ ‘ was blame- 
able,’ Cov. (Test.); ‘was reprehensible,’ 
Rhem. f 

12. Certain men came] ‘ Certain were 
come,’ Auth. Was eating] ‘ Did 
eat,’ Auth., Cov. (both), Cran., Bish., 
Rhem.; ‘ete,’ Wicl., Tynd., Gen. 

Began to, etc.| ‘ Withdrew and separated,’ 
Auth. and all Vv. The imperf. denotes the 
commencement and continuance of the 
act, or as Bengel, ‘ subducebat paullatim.’ 

13. The rest of the] So Cov. (Test.), 

Rhem:: ‘the other,’ Auth and the remain- 


t 


sembled likewise,’ Auth., Tynd., Cran., 
Bish.: the other Vv. omit the kad in 
translation Even Barnabas] 
‘Barnabas also,’ Auth. By 
their| Auth. omits ‘by ;’ ‘into,’ Wicl. and 
the remaining Vv. 

14. Howbeit] ‘But,’ Auth. and all the 
other Vv. Were not walking] 
‘Walked not,’ Auth. Cephas] 
‘Peter,’ Auth. All] So Cov. 
(both), and sim. Wiel., Tynd,, Gen., ‘all 
men:’ ‘them all,’ Auth., and the remain- 
ing Vv. How cometh it, etc.| * 
‘Why compellest thou,’ Auwth., and sim. 
Rhem., ‘dost thou compel;’ ‘hou con- 
streynest thou,’ Wicl.; ‘ why causest thou,’ 
Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., Bish. 

Keep the customs, etc.] ‘To live as do the 
Jews,’ Auth., and sim. the other Vy. ex- 
cept Rhem., ‘ Judaize.’ 

15. We (truly) are, etc.] Similarly 
Rhem: ‘we who are Jews by nature,’ 
Auth, Tynd, Cran., Gen.; ‘though we 
be, ete.’ Cov.; ‘we which are. . . know,’ 
Bish. This address of St. Paul to St. 
Peter involves so many difficulties both 
in meaning and connection, that it will 
be perhaps best to subjoin a free para- 
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GALATIANS. 


Cuap. II. 15—17. 


% but as we know that a man is not justified by the works of the 
law, save only through faith in Jesus Christ, — we too believed in 
Christ Jesus, that we might be justified by faith in Christ, and not 
by the works of the law; since by the works of the law shall no 


flesh be justified. 


” But if, while we seek to be justified in Christ, 


we are found ourselves also to be sinners, 7s Christ therefore a 


phrase of the whole. ‘We, I concede, 
are by birth Jews, not Gentiles, and con- 
sequently, from our point of view, sin- 
ners; but as we know that a man is not 
justified by the works of the law, in fact 
is not justified at all, except through faith 
in Christ ;— even we, with all our privi- 
leges, believed in and into Christ, that 
we might be justified, etc. But what, if, 
while we are seeking to be justified in 
Christ, the result show that we, with all 
our privileges, are sinners like the Gen- 
tiles; is Christ the minister of a dispen- 
sation that after all only leads to sin? 
God forbid! For if I (or you) build up 
again the system I pulled down, and set 
up nothing better in its place, it is thus, 
and not in seeking to be justified in 
Christ, that I show myself (vox horren- 
da!) a transgressor of the law; yes, a 
violator of its deeper principles. For I 
(to adduce a proof from my own spiritual 
experience) through the medium of the 
law, and in accordance with its higher 
principles, died unto it in regard to its 
claims and its curse: I have been and 
am crucified with Christ. Though I live 
then, it is no longer as my old self, but 
as reanimated by Christ; yes, the life 
which now I live, this earthly, mundane 
life, I live in the element of faith in Christ, 
who so loved me that He gave His own 
life for me. Thus I do not, like these 
Judaists, regard the grace of God as a 
principle that could be dispensed with ; 
for if, as they pretend, the law is suffi- 
cient to make men righteous, the obvious 
inference is, there was no object in the 
death of Christ. 

16. But as we know] ‘Knowing,’ Auth., 


Wicel., Cov. (Test.), Rhem.; ‘we which 
...knowe,’ Tynd., Cran., Gen., Bish.; 
‘yet insomuche as we knowe,’ Cov. 

Save only through, etc.| ‘ But by the faith 
of Jesus Christ,’ Auth. and the other Vy. 
except Cov., ‘on J. C.;’ Cov. (Test.), 
‘save by the faith by J. C.’ We 
too believed] ‘Even we have believed in 
J. C.,’ Auth.; ‘and we bileuen,’ Wiel.; 
‘we have believed also,’ Cov.; ‘we also 
beleue,’ Cov. (Test.), Rhem.; ‘and we 
have bel. on,’ Cran., Bish., Tynd ; (‘and 
therfor’) ‘even we I say have bel. in,’ 
Gen. Faith in| ‘The faith of, 
Auth. and all Vy. Since] ‘For,’ 
Auth.; ‘because that,’ Tynd., Cov. (both), 
Cran., Gen.; ‘wherfor,’ Wiel.; ‘because,’ 
Bish.; ‘for the which cause,’ Rhem. 

17. In Christ] So Wicel., Cov, (Test.), 
Rhem.: ‘by Christ,’ Auth. and remaining 
Vy. We are found, etc.| ‘We 
ourselves also are found sinners,’ Auth. 
English idiom here, in consequence of 
the union with the pres. part., seems to 
require the pres. ‘are found” as the 
translation of ebpéSnuev. The aorist in the 
original has an idiomatic reference to a 
discovery past and done with, and about 
which no more need be said, which can- 
not be expressed without paraphrase; 
comp. Donalds. Gr. §'433. Is 
Christ, etc.| ‘Is therefore Christ the,’ 
Auth, God forbid] Auth. and 
all Vy. except Cov. (Test.), ‘that be farre” 
On reconsideration it would seem best, 
and even practically most exact, that in 
a passage of the present nature, where 
the revulsion of feeling and thought is 
very decided, to retain the familiar and 
idiomatic translation of Auth. 


Cuar. IIL 1, 2. GALATIANS. 


169 


minister of sin? God forbid! ™ For if the things that I destroyed 
THESE again I build up, I prove myself a transgressor. ™ For I 
through the law died to the law, that I might live unto God. I 
have been crucified with Christ: it is, however, no longer I that 
_ live, but Christ liveth in me; yea the life which now I live in the 
flesh I live in faith, — faith in the Son of God, who loved me, and 
gave Himself for me. I do not make void the grace of God; for 
if righteousness come THROUGH THE LAW, then for nought did Christ 
die. 


CHAPTER III. 


O foolish Galatians, who did bewitch you, before whose eyes 
Jesus Christ was evidently set forth among you, CRUCIFIED. ” This 
only would I learn of you, Was it by the works of the law that ye 


18. The things that I destroyed] ‘1 
build again the things which I destroyed,’ 
Auth., Cran., Bish.; ‘that which,’ Tynd., 
Cov., Gen.; ‘the same things againe 
which, Rhem. The inversion, though 
involving a slight irregularity in struc- 
ture, seems here needed, as serving both 
to keep the emphasis on the right words, 
and to exhibit the true point of the argu- 
ment. Prove myself| ‘Make 
myself,’ Auth. and all the other Vv. 

19. Died] ‘Am dead,’ Auth. and the 
other Vy. except Cran., ‘haue bene deed.’ 

20. Have been crucified] ‘Am cruci- 
fied,’ Auth., and sim., as to the auxiliary, 
all the other Vv. Of the two modes of 
expressing the Greek perfect (‘am’ and 
‘have been’), the latter seems here most 
appropriate, as the associated aor. ren- 
ders the ref. to past time more prominent 
than one to present effects ; see notes on 
Col. i. 16 ( Transl.). It is, how- 
ever, etc.] ‘Nevertheless I live; yet not 
I,’ Auth., sim. Cov., Cran; ‘I live verely, 
yet now not I,’ Tynd., Gen. Yea} 
©And,’ Auth., Gen., Cran., Bish., Rhem.; 
‘for,’ Tynd., Cov.; ‘but,’ Wiel, Cov. 
(Test.). Now I] ‘I now,’ Auth. 

22 


In faith, etc.] ‘ By (‘in,’ Wicl., Cov. (both), 
Fihem.), the faith of,’ Auth., Tynd., Cran., 
Gen., Bish. 

21. Make void] ‘F¥rustrate,’ Auth. ; 
“cast not awei,’ Wicl., Cov. (both), Rhem.; 
‘despyse not,’ Tynd., Cran.; ‘do not ab- 
rogate,’ Gen.; ‘reject not,’ Bish. 
Through] So Wicl.: ‘by,’ Auth., Cov. 
(both), Rhem,; ‘of,’ Tynd., Gen., Cran., 
Bish. For nought] ‘In vain,’ 
Auth., Tynd, Cov., Cran., Bish., Rhem ; 
‘without cause,’ Wicl., Gen. (‘a cause.’) 
Did Christ die] ‘Christ is dead,’ Auth., 
Bish.; ‘died,’ Wicl., and the remaining 
Vy. The slight change in the text 
seems to give the due prominence to 
dwpedy, and also to preserve a better 
rhythm than the unresolved ‘ died.’ 


Cuarter III. 1. Did bewitch] ‘Hath 
bewitched,’ Auth. and the other Vv. 
* Auth. inserts after ‘you,’ ‘ that ye should 
not obey the truth.’ 

2. Was it, etc.] Similarly Rhem., ‘by 
the workes of the law did you receiue;’ 
“received ye the Spirit by the,’ ete. Auth., 
and sim. as to order all the remaining 
Vy. 
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received the Spirit, or by the hearing of faith? * Are ye so very 
foolish ? having begun with the Spirit are ye now being made per- 
fect with the flesh? 4 Did ye suffer so many things in vain, if 
indeed it really be in vain. *° He then, J say, that ministereth to 
you the Spirit and worketh mighty powers within you, doeth he tt 
by the works of the law or by the hearing of faith? 

6 Even as Abraham believed God, and it was accounted to him 
for righteousness. ‘Know ye then that THEY WHICH ARE OF 
FAITH, the same are the sons of Abraham. * Moreover the Scrip- 
ture, foreseeing that God justifieth the Gentiles by FAITH, pro- 
claimed beforehand the glad tidings unto Abraham, saying, In thee 


shall all the nations BE BLESSED. 


° So then they which be of faith 


are blessed together with the faithful Abraham. 
1 For as many as are of the works of the law are under curse: 


3. So very] ‘So,’ Auth. and the other 

Vv. except Cov.; ‘ such fooles.’ 
Begun with} So Rhem.: ‘begun in’ Auth, 
and the other Vv. except Cov., ‘by.’ 
Being made perfect with| ‘Made perfect 
by, Auth., Genev. (‘in’); ‘ben ended,’ 
Wicl.; ‘nowe ende,’ Tynd., Cov. (Test.); 
‘ende now then,’ Cov.; ‘ende in,’ Tynd., 
Cran.; ‘be consummate with,’ Rhem. 

4, Did ye suffer] ‘Have ye suffered,’ 

Auth., Cov. (both), Bish, Rhem., and 
sim. the other Vv., except that they do 
not adopt the interrogative form. 
Indeed it really be] ‘It be yet,’ Auth., 
Bish; ‘if that be vayne,’ Tynd., Gen.; 
“yf it be also in vayne,’ Cran.; ‘if yet 
without cause,’ hem. 

5, He then, etc.| ‘He therefore,’ Auth., 
Cov. (Test ), Gen., Bish., Rhem.; ‘more- 
over, he, ete.,’ Cran.; Wiel., Tynd., Cov. 
omit ody in translation. Mighty 
powers, etc.] ‘Miracles among you,’ 
Auth. and the other Vv. except Wicl., 
‘vertues in you;’ Cov., ‘great actes.’ 

7. Then] ‘Therefore,’ Auth: and the 
other Vy. except Cov., ‘thus I know,’ 
and Gen., ‘so ye know.’ The only other 
version that takes ywdonere indicatively 
is that of Cranmer. Sons] So 


Wicl.: ‘children,’ Auth. and the remain- 


‘ing Vv. 


8. Moreover] ‘ And,’ Auth., Wiel., Cov. 
(Test.), Rhem.; ‘for,’ Tynd. and remain- 
ing Vv. (Cov. omits). Justifieth| 
So Wicl., Cov. (Test.), Rhem.: ‘would 
justify,’ Auth., Tynd., Cran., Gen.; ‘jus- 
tifyed,’ Cov. The Gentiles] So 
Gen., Rhem.: ‘the heathen,’ Auth. and 
the remaining Vv. By faith) 
So Cov, (Test.), Rhem., and sim. Wicel., 
‘of faith’ ‘through faith,’ Auth. and the 
remaining Vy. Proclaimed be- 
Sorehand, etc.| Sim. Tynd., Cov., Cran.: 
“preached before the Gospel,’ Auth., Gen. 
(‘before hand’); ‘told to for,’ Wiel.; 
‘told,’ Cov. (Test.) ; ‘shewed . . . before,’ 
Rhem. All the nations} Sim. 
Wicl., Cov., ‘alle the hethen: ‘all na- 
tions,’ Auth. and the remaining Vv. ex- 
cept Gen., ‘all the Gentiles.’ The change 
in the translation of 7& %3vy in the same 
verse seems required by a kind of chron- 
ological propriety. ; 

9. Together with] ‘ With,’ Auth. and 
all the other Vv. The faithful] 
So Bish., Rhem.: ‘faithful,’ Auth. and 
all the remaining: Vy. 

10. Curse] So Wicl., Rhem., and sim- 
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for it is written, Cursed ¢s every one that continueth not in all 
things which are written in the book of the law to do them. ™ But 
further, that in the law no man is justified in the sight of God, it is 
evident ; because, The just shall live by ratty. ” Now the law is 
not of faith; but, He that doeth them shall live in them..... 
* Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law, having become’ a 
cuRSE for us,— because it is written, Cursed is every one that 
hangeth on a tree, —™ that unto the Gentiles the blessing of Abra- 
ham might come in Christ Jesus; that we might receive the prom- 
ise of the Spirit THRouGH FaITH. 

* Brethren, I speak after the manner of men; though it be but 
@ MAN’S covenant, yet when it hath been confirmed, no man annul- 
leth it, or addeth new conditions. ™ Now to Abraham were the 
promises made, AND TO HIS SEED. He saith not, And to’sceds, 
as of many; but as of one, And to thy seed, which is Christ. 
7 Now this I say, A covenant, that hath been before confirmed by 


ilarly Tynd., ‘under malediccion :’ ‘the 
curse,’ Auth., Cov. (both), Cran., Gen., 
Bish. 

11. But further, etc.] ‘But that no man 
is justified by the law,’ Auth. Be- 
cause] So Rhem.: ‘for,’ Auth. and the 
remaining Vv. 

12. Now] ‘And,’ Auth., Cov. (Test.), 
Gen., Bish.; Tynd., Cov., Cran., omit ; 
‘but,’ Wicl., Rhem. He] * 
‘The man,’ Auth. 

13. Redeemed] Similarly Wiel., ‘agen- 
bought :’ ‘hath’redeemed,’ Auth. and the 
remaining Vv. except Cov., ‘hath de+ 
lyuered.’ Having become] ‘ Be- 
ing made,’ Auth., Bish., Rhem.; ‘and was 
made,’ Wicel., Tynd.; ‘when he became,’ 
Cov.; ‘beynge become,’ Cov. (Test.); 
‘inasmoch as he was made,’ Cran. ; 
‘when he was made,’ Gen. Be- 
cause] So Rhem: ‘ for,’ Auth.and the re- 
maining Vv. 

14. Unto the Gentiles] ‘Come on the 
Gentiles,’ Auth. In Christ J. 
‘Through *J. C.,’ Auth, Tynd., Cran., 
Gen., Bish.; ‘in,’ Wicl., Cov. (both), 
Rhem. 


15. Yet when it hath been] ‘Yet if it 
be,’ Auth. The temporal translation in 
the text is adopted by Tynd., Cov.; the 
hypothetical by Auth. with Cran., Bish: 
the remaining Vv. adopt purely particip- 
ial translations. Annulleth it, etc.] 
‘Disanuulleth or addeth thereto,’ Auth., 
Bish.; ‘ordeyneth above,’ Wiel; ‘addeth 
anything thereto,’ Tynd. Cov. (sim. Test.), 
Cran., Gen.; ‘further disposeth,’ Rhem. 

16. Were the promises, etc.] Sim. Rhem., 
Wicl.:' ‘and his seed were the promises,’ 
ete., Auth. and the remaining Vv. ; 

17, Now this] ‘ And this,’ Auth., Gen., 
Rhem.; ‘but,’ Wicl., Cov. (Test ); Tynd., 
Oov., Bish., omit 5é. The translation of 
dé is here somewhat difficult. Though 
‘now’ has just preceded, it must appy. 
be adopted again as the only translation 
which seems to preserve the resumptive 
force. A covenant] ‘ The cove- 
nant,’ Auth. and the other Vy. except 
Wicl. and Cov. (both), ‘this.’ 

Hath been before confirmed| ‘Was con- 
firmed before,’ Auth., Tynd , Cov., Cran., 
Gen; “was given,’ Cov. (Test.); ‘the 
test. being confirmed,’ Rhem.; Wicel., 


GALATIANS. Cuap. III. 17—23. 


172 


God [for Christ], the law, which was four hundred and thirty years 
after, doth not invalidate, that it should make void the promise. 
% For if the inheritance be of the law, ¢¢ 7s no more of promise: 
but to Abraham God hath freely given it THROUGH PROMISE. 

9 What then is the object of the law? It was added because of 
the transgressions, till the Seed should come to whom the promise 
hath been made; and was ordained by means of angels, in the 
hand of a mediator. ” Now a mediator is not a mediator of one, 
but God is one. — Js the law then against the promises of Gop? 
God forbid! for if there had been given a law which could have 
given life, verily by the law would righteousness have come. 
® But, on the contrary, the Scripture shut up all under sin, that 
the promise by faith in Jesus Christ might be given to them that 


believe. 


wholly inverts. By God, etc.] 


“Of God in Christ,’ Auth. Doth 
not, etc.} Sim. Tynd, Cran., Bish.: ‘can- 
not disannul,’ Auth., Gen.; ‘makith not 


veyn,’ Wiel.; ‘is ay disannulled,’ Cov.; 
‘makith not void,’ Rhem,; Cov. (Test.), 
confuses. Make void) Similarly 
Wicl. (‘to avoide away’) and Cov. (Test.); 
‘make the promise of none effect,’ Auth., 
Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., Bish.; 
trate,’ Rhem. 

18. But to Abraham, etc.| ‘But God 
gave zt to Abraham by promise, Auth, and 
the other Vv. except Cov., ‘gave freely ;’ 
Wiel., ‘ grauntide.’ Through] 
‘By,’ Auth. and all the other Vv. 

19. What then, etc.| ‘Wherefore then 
serveth,’ Auth., Tynd., Cov. (sim. Test.), 
Cran , Gen., Bish ; ‘what thanne the law,’ 
Wicl.; ‘why was the law then,’ Rhem. 
The transgressions| Auth. and all the other 
Vy. omit the article; in a passage, how- 
ever, of this dogmatical importance, it 
ought appy. to be retained. Hath 
been made] ‘Was made,’ Auth., Tynd., 
Cran., Gen.; ‘He hadde made beheest,’ 
Wicl.; ‘He had promised,’ Cov. (Test.), 
‘Rhem. And was] ‘ And it was,’ 
Auth. By means of | ‘ By,’ Auth. 


‘to frus- 


* Now before that faith came, we were kept in ward 


and the other Vy. except Cov., ‘of an- 
gels.’ 

21. Given a law] ‘ A law given, Auth. 
Verily by the, etc.| ‘ Verily ( Wicl.) right- 
eousness should have been by the law,’ 
Auth.; ‘then no doute,’ Tynd., Cov., Cran., 
Gen., Bish.; ‘shuld have come,’ Tynd., 
Gen. 

22. But on the contrary] ‘But,’ Auth. 

and all the other Vv. The addition of 
the words “on the contrary” seem here 
required in translation to preserve the 
true force of &AAd, and to show clearly 
the nature of the reasoning. 
Shut up all] Similarly, as to the omission 
of ‘hath,’ Tynd., Cran., ‘concluded all 
things :’ ‘hath concluded all, Auth., Bish; 
‘hath concluded all things,’ Wiel., Gen., 
Rhem. Faith in] ‘Faith of, 
Auth, and the other Vv. except Cov., 
‘faith on.’ 

23. Now] ‘But,’ Auth. and the other 
Vy. except Wicl., ‘and ;’ Tynd. and Cov. 
omit. Before that] So Tynd., 
Cran., and similarly Wicl., ‘to for that;’ 
Cov. (Test.), ‘afore that :’ ‘before,’ Auth. 
and the remaining Vy. Kept 
in ward, etc.] ‘ Kept under the law shut 
up,’ Auth; ‘kept under the lawe, en- 
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shut up under the law for the faith which afterwards was to be 
revealed. ™ So then the law hath been our schoolmaster unto 
Christ, that we may be justified By FAITH. 

* But now that faith is come, we are no longer under a school- 
master. “ For ye are all sons of God through the faith in Christ 
Jesus. ™ For as many of you as were baptized into Christ put on 
Christ. ™ There is among such neither Jew nor Greek, there is 
neither bond nor free, there is no male and female: for ye all are 
one in Christ Jesus. ™ But if ye be Christ’s, then are ye ABRA- 


HAM’S SEED, heirs according to promise. 


closid,’ Wicl.; ‘kept and shut up, etc.,’ 
Tynd., Cov., Gen.; ‘kept under the law 
and were shut up,’ Cran., Bish. 

For] ‘ Unto,’ Auth. Afterwards 
was, etc.| ‘Which should aft. be rev.,’ 
Auth., Gen., Bish.; sim. Tynd., Cov., 
Cran. (* be declared’). 

24. Sothen] ‘Wherefore,’ Auth. Tynd., 
Cran., Gen., Bish.; ‘and so,’ Wiel. ; 
‘thus,’ Cov.; ‘therefore,’ Cov. (Test.), 
Rhem. Hath been our school- 
master unto] ‘Was our schoolmaster to 
bring us unto,’ Auth., Gen.; ‘undir mais- 
ter in Christ,’ Wicl.; ‘scolemaster unto 
the time of,’ Tynd.; ‘scolemaster unto,’ 
Cov. (both), Cran., Bish.; ‘pedag. in,’ 
There is much difficulty in fix- 
ing on the most suitable translation of 
this word. The term ‘schoolmaster’ 
certainly tends to introduce an idea (that 
of teaching) not in the original and also 
serves to obscure the idea of custodia 
(‘custos incorruptissimus,’ Hor. Sat. 1. 6. 
81), which seems the prevailing one of 
the passage. Still as the same objection 
applies in a greater or less degree to 
‘pedagogue’ (ed. 1) and ‘tutor,’ it will 
be perhaps better, in so familiar a pas- 
sage, to return to Auth. May 


them. 


be] ‘Might be,’ Auth.: change to preserve 
what is called the succession of tenses, 
Latham, Engl. Lang. § 616 (ed. 3). 

25. Now that] ‘So Cov.: ‘after that,’ 
Auth. and the other Vv. except Cov. 
(Test.), ‘whan the fayth did come;’ 
Rhem., ‘ when the faith came.’ 

26. Sons] So Tynd., Gen: Auth. and 
the remaining Vy, ‘the children.’ 
Through the faith] ‘By faith, Auth., Gen., 
Bish., Rhem.; ‘thorugh bileue,’ Wicl.; 
‘by the fayth which is in,’ Tynd., Cov. 
(Test.) ; ‘because ye believe in,’ Cran. 

27. Were baptized] ‘Have been bap- 
tized,’ Auth ; ‘are baptized,’ Tynd. ( Wicl., 
‘ben’) and all the remaining Vv. 

Put on] ‘Have put on,’ Auth. and the 
other Vy. except Wricl, ‘ben clothid.’ 

28. There is among such, etc.] ‘There 
is neither, etc.,’ Auth. No male 
and female] ‘Neither male nor female,’ 
Auth. None of the other Vv. seem to 
have marked the change. All 
are] ‘Are all,’ Auth. and the other Vy. 
except [hem., ‘al you are.’ 


29. But] So Cov. (Test.): ‘and,’ 
Auth., Wicl., Rhem. The rest omit the 
particle. Heirs| So Rhem.: * 


“and heirs,’ Auth. 


. 
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CHAPTER FF. 


Now I say, That the heir, as long as he is a child, differeth in 
nothing from a bond-servant, though he be lord of all; * but is 
under guardians and stewards until the time appointed of the father. 
8 Even so we, when we were children, were kept in bondage under 
the rudiments of the world: * but when the fulness of the time 
came, God sent forth His Son, born of a woman, born under the 
law, ° that He might redeem them that were under the law, that 
we might receive the adoption of sons. ° And to show that ye ARE 
sons, God sent forth the Spirit of His Son into our hearts, crying, 


Abba Father. 


’ So then thou art no more a servant, but a son ; 


and if a son, an heir also through God. 
8 Howbeit, at that time, truly, not knowing God, ye were in 


' Cuarter IV. 1. Ln nothing] ‘ Noth- 
ing,’ Auth., Wicl., Cov. (Test), Bish., 
Rhem.; ‘ differeth not,’ Tynd., Cran., Gen; 
‘there is no diff.,’ Cov. Bond- 
servant| ‘Servant,’ Auth. and all the other 
Vy. It seems desirable to keep up the 
idea of ‘bondage’ and ‘slavery’ which 
pervades the whole simile. 

2. Guardians] ‘ Tutors,’ Auth. and the 
other Vv. except Wicl., ‘kepers ;’ Cov., 
‘rulers.’ It seems desirable to make a 
change in translation to preserve a dis- 
tinction between émitporos here and mrai- 
daywyds in the preceding chapter. 
Stewards] ‘Governors,’ Auth. and the 
other Vy. except Wicl., ‘kepers and 
tutores.’ 

3. Kept in bondage] ‘ Were in bondage 
under,’ Auth. and the other Vy. except 
Wicl., ‘serueden undir;’ Cov. (Test.), 
Rhem., ‘were seruynge under,’ 
Rudiments] So Gen., Bish.: ‘elements,’ 
Auth., Wiel ; Rhem.; ‘ ordinances,’ Tynd., 
Cran.; ‘tradicions,’ Cov. (both). 


4. Came] So Wicl., Rhem.: ‘was come,’ 


Auth. and sim. the remaining Vy. 

Born... born] ‘Made... made, Auth., 
Wicl., Rhem., Bish. (‘and made under’) ; 
‘born... made bonde unto,’ Zynd., Cran.; 
‘borne and put under,’ Cov.; ‘made... 


made bonde unto,’ Gen. The meaning 
preferred by Scholef. (Hints, p. 96), 
‘made subject to the law,’ involves a 
change of meaning in yevduevov, which 
does not appear necessary or natural. 
5s! That he might] So Rhem., and sim. 
Wicl., Cov. (Test.): ‘to redeem,’ Auth. 
and the remaining Vv. Here as in ch. 
iii. 14 it seems most-exact to indicate the 
repeated tva by the same form of trans- 
lation. 

6. Tu show that] ‘Because,’ Auth. and 

the other Vy. except Wirel., ‘for ye ben;’ 
Cov., ‘forsomuche then as.’ 
Sent forth] Sim. Wicl., Cov. (Test.), 
‘sente:’ ‘hath sent forth,’ Auth; ‘hath 
sent,’ Tynd., Cov., Cran., Rhem.; ‘hath 
sent out,’ Gen. Our hearts] 
‘“* Your hearts,’ Auth. 

7. So then] ‘ Wherefore,’ Auth., Gen., 
Bish.; ‘and so,’ Wicl.; ‘wherefore now,’ 
Tynd., Cov., Cran.; ‘therefore,’ Cov 
(Test.), Rhem. An heir, etc.| 
‘Then an heir * of God through Christ,’ 
Auth. 

8. At that time, etc.] ‘Then when ye 
know (sic in Bagst.) not,’ Auth.; ‘thanne 
ye unknowynge,’ Wicl.; ‘when ye knewe 
not,’ Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., Bish.; 
‘but then truely not knowynge,’ Cov. 
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bondage to them which by nature are not gods. .° But now that 
ye have come to know God, or rather have been known by God, 
how is it that ye turn back again to the weak and beggarly rudi- 
ments, whereunto ye desire to be again anew in bondage. ” Ye 
are carefully observing days, and months, and seasons, and years. 
™ Iam apprehensive of you, lest haply I have bestowed upon you 
labor in vain. 

“ Brethren, I beseech you, become as I am, for I also have 
become as ye are. Ye injured me in nothing: ¥ yea ye know 
that it was on account of weakness of my flesh that I preached the 
gospel unto you the first time; “ and your temptation in my flesh 
ye despised not, nor. loathed, but received me as an angel of God, 


yea as Christ Jesus. 


(Test.) ; ‘then in deede knowing,’ Rhem. 
The change in the translation of tére is 
to prevent ‘then’ being mistaken for the 
inferential particle. Were in bond- 
age] ‘ Ye did service,’ Auth. Not 
gods] *‘ No gods,’ Auth. 

9. Now that ye have come to know| 
‘Now, after that ye have known,’ Auth. 
Have been known] ‘Are known,’ Auth. 
and the other Vv. except Gen., ‘are 
taught.’ By God] ‘Of God,’ 
Auth., and all the other Vv. How 
is it that] So Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen.: 
‘how,’ Auth., Wicl., Cov. (Test.), Bish., 
Rhem, Ye turn back} So. Cow.: 
‘turn ye,’ Auth. and the other Vy. except 
Gen., ‘are turned backward unto.’ 
Rudiments] So Bish.: ‘elements,’ Auth., 
Wicel., Rhem.; ‘cerimonies,’ Tynd, Gen.; 
‘tradicions,’ Cov. (both); ‘ ordinaunces,’ 
Cran. Again anew] Sim. Tynd, 
Cov., Cran., Bish:, ‘againe afresshe :’ 
‘again,’ Auth, and sim. Cov. (Test), 
Rhem.; ‘as from the begynnyng ye wil 
be in bondage backwardly,’ Gen. 

10. Carefully observing] ‘ Observe,’ 
Auth. and the other Vy. except Wicl., 
‘taken kepe to.’ Seasons] ‘ Times,’ 
Auth. and all the other Vy. 

11. Am apprehensive] ‘Am afraid,’ 
Auth; ‘I drede,’ Wicl.; ‘am in feare of,’ 


* Of what nature then was the boasting of 


Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., Bish.; ‘feare 
me,’ Cov. (Test.); ‘fear,’ Rhem. 

12. Become as, etc.| ‘Be as I am; for 
Iam as ye are: ye have not injured me 
at all,’ Auth., Bish.; ‘yeshave not hurte 
me ut all,” Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen. 

13. Yea ye know, etc.}: ‘Ye know how 
through infirmity, ete.,’ Auth. and the 
other Vy. except Wicl., Rhem., ‘bi in- 
firmyte;’ Cov., ‘in weakness.’ The 
slight changes made by substituting the 
simpler word ‘ weakness’ for ‘infirmity,’ 
and ‘my’ for ‘the,’ seem to make the 
reference of the Apostle to some bodily 
affliction or illness slightly more appar- 
ent. The first time] ‘ At the first,” 
Auth. and the other Vy. except Wicl.,, 
‘now bifor ;’ Cov. (Test.), ‘a whyle ago :” 
this translation leaves the meaning am-~ 
biguous ; see notes. 

14, Your]. *‘My,’ Auth; see notes. 
In my flesh] So Wicel., Cov. (Test.), 
Rhem.; ‘which was,’ Auth., Cran. Gen., 
Bish., and sim. Tynd. Loathed| 
‘Rejected, Auth., Rhem.; ‘forsaken,’ 
Wicl.; ‘abhorred,’ Tynd., Cran., Gen., 
Bish. Yea] So Tynd., Cov. 
(Test.), Gen.: ‘even,’ Auth., Cov., Cran., 
Bish.; Wicl., Rhem. omit. 

15. Of what nature, ete.| ‘ Where* is 
then the blessedness ye spake of,’ Auth; 


176 GALATIANS. Cuap. IV. 15—-24 


your blessedness? for I bear you record, that, if i had been possi- 
ble, ye would have plucked out your eyes, and have given them to 
me. ™ So then, am I become your enemy, by speaking to you the 
truth ? 

“They pay you court in no honest way; yea, they desire to 
exclude you, that ye may pay THEM court. ™ But it 7s good to be 
courted in honesty AT ALL TIMES, and not only when I am present 
with you... ™ My little children, of whom I am again in travail, 
until Christ be formed in you, *” I could indeed wish to be present 
with you now, and to change my tone, for I am perplexed about 


you. 


1 Tell me, ye that desire to be under the law, do ye not hear the 


law ? 


” For it is written, that Abraham had two sons; one by the 
bond-maid, and one by the free-woman. 


% Howbeit, he who was 


of the bond-maid was born after the flesh ; but he of the free-maid 


was through the promise. 


‘your blessynge,’ Wrel.; ‘how happy 
were ye then,’ Tynd., Cov.; ‘your hap- 
pynesse,’ Cov. (Test); ‘your felicitie,’ 
Cran., Bish ; ‘boasting of your fel.,’ Gen ; 
‘your blessedness,’ Ahem. Your] 
So Wiel, Cov. (Test.), Rhem.: ‘your 
own,’ Auth. and the remaining Vy. 

16. So then] ‘Am I therefore,’ Auth. 
and the other Vy. except Wicl., Rhem., 
‘thanne.’ By speaking] ‘Because 
I tell,’ Auth. and the other Vy. except 
Wicl., ‘seiynge;’ Cov. (Test.), Rhem., 
‘ telling.’ 

17. Pay you court, etc.| ‘Zealously 
affect you, but not well,’ Auth.; ‘gclous 
over you amysse,’ Tynd. and other Vy. 
except Wrel., ‘louen you not well;’ 
Rhem., ‘emulate.’ Desis* to] 
‘Would,’ Auth., Wicl., Cov., Rhem.; 
‘intende to,’ Tynd., Cran., Gen., Bish. ; 
‘wyll,’ Cov. (Test.). May pay 
them court] ‘Might affect them,’ Auth. 

18. To be courted, etc.| ‘To be zeal- 
ously affected always in a good thing,’ 
Auth.; ‘to be fervent,’ Tynd., Cov., Cran.; 
‘to love earnestly,’ Gen; ‘to be zelous,’ 
Bish. 


4 All which things are allegorical; for 


19. Am again] ‘ Travail in birth again,’ 
Auth. 

20. I could indeed wish] ‘I desire,’ 
Auth.; ‘but I desire,’ Bish.; ‘I wolde I 
were,” Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., and 
similarly the remaining Vy. Tone] 
‘Voice,’ Auth. and all the other Vv. 
Am perplexed, etc.| ‘I stand in doubt of 
you,’ Auth., and similarly Tynd., Cov., 
Cran., Gen., Bish ; ‘am ashamed of you,’ 
Cov. (Test.); ‘am confoundid, Wiel., 
Rhem. 

22. One—and one] So Wicl., Rhem.: 
‘the one — the other,’ Auth. and the re- 
maining Vy. except Cov. (Test.), ‘the 
one — and one.’ The tond-maid 
.... the free-woman] Sim. Rhen.: ‘A 
bond-maid ... a free-woman,’ Auth., and 
sim. the remaining Vy. 

23. Howbeit] ‘But,’ Auth., Wicl., Cov. 
(Test.), Rhem.; ‘yee and,’ Tynd., Cran., 
Gen.; Cov. omits, Bond-maid] 
‘Bond-woman,’ Auth. Through| 
‘By,’ Auth., and sim. remaining Vv. 
except Cov. (Test.), ‘after.’ 

24, All which, etc.] ‘Which things are 
an allegory,’ Auth.; ‘ben seide bi anothir 
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these women are two covenants,— the one from Mount Sinai, 
bearing children unto bondage; and this is Agar. * For the word 
Agar signifieth in Arabia Mount Sinai;—and she ranketh with 
Jerusalem which now is, for she is in bondage with her children. 
* But Jerusalem which is above is free, AND SHE is our mother. 
” For it is written, Rejoice thou barren that bearest not; break 
forth and ery, thou that travailest not: for many children hath the 
desolate one more than she which hath an husband. * But ye, 
brethren, as Isaac was, are children of promise. ™ Still as then, he 
that was born after the flesh persecuted him that was born after the 
Spirit, even so zt is now. ® Nevertheless what saith the scripture ? 
Cast out the bond-maid and her son: for the son of the bond-maid 
shall in no wise BE HEIR with the son of the free-woman. ™ Where- 
fore, brethren, we are not children of a bond-maid, but of the free- 


woman. 


understondinge,’ Wicl.; ‘betoken mys- 


_ tery,’ Tynd.; ‘betoken somewhat,’ Cov.; 
‘are spoken by an allegory,’ Cran., and 
sim. Cov. (Test.), Rhem; ‘by the which 
thinges another thing is ment,’ Gen., 
Bish. Two| *‘The two,’ Auth. 
These women] So Tynd., Cov.; ‘these,’ 
Auth. and the remaining Vy. except 
Gen., ‘these mothers.’ Bearing 
children, etc.| ‘ Which gendereth to,’ Auth. 
and the other Vy. except Wicl., Rhem., 
‘gendrynge;’ Cov. (Test.), ‘engendrynge.’ 
And this] ‘ Which,’ Auth. 

25. The word, etc.) ‘This Agar is 
Mount Sinai in Arabia,’ Auth., Bish. 
(‘the mount’); ‘for mounte §S. is called 
A. in Arab.,’ Tynd.; ‘for Agar is called 
in Arabia the Mount Sin.,’ Cov.; ‘for 
Sin. is a mountaine in Ar.,’ Gen., Cov. 
(Test.), hem. Ranketh with] 
“Answereth to,’ Auth., Gen ‘is joyned 
to it,’ Wicl., Cov. (Test.); ‘bordereth 
upon,’ Tynd., Cran., Bish. (see notes) ; 
‘reacheth unto,’ Cov.; ‘hath affinitie 
to,’ Rhem. For she] ** And she,’ 
Auth. 

26. And she, etc.] 
mother of us all,’ Auth. 


‘Which 7s the 


23 


Cuap. V. Stand fast then in the liberty for which 


27. For many more, etc.] Sim. Rhem.: 
‘for the desolate hath many more chil- 
dren than she which hath,’ Auth. 

An husband] So Auth. and all the other 
Vv. Idiom seems to require this less 
accurate translation. 

28. But ye] ‘Now * we,’ Auth. 
Children] So Tynd., Gen: ‘the children,’ 
Auth. and the remaining Vy. except 
Wicl., ‘sones.’ 

29. Still] ‘But,’ Auth. and all the 
other Vv. 

30. Bond-maid (bis)] ‘Bondwoman,’ 
Auth. Shall in no wise] So Bish. 
(ed. 2): ‘shall not,’ Auth. and all tho 
other Vv. This seems one of the cases 
in which we may press tle translation 
of ob wh: see notes on 1 Thess. iv. 15. 

31. Wherefore] * ‘So then,’ Auth. 
A bond-maid| ‘The bondwoman,’ Auth. 
and all the other Vv. Free-woman] 
‘Free,’ Auth. 


Cuarter V. 1. Then] ‘ Therefore,’ 
Auth. and the other Vy. except Wicl., 
Rhem., which omit. For which] 
‘Wherewith,’ Auth., Tynd, Cran., Bish.: 
Wicl., Gen., follow different readings. 
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Christ made us free, and be not held fast again in a yoke of 
bondage. 

? Behold, I Paul say unto you, that if ye be circumcised, CHRIST | 
will ‘profit, you nothing... * Yea I testify again to every man who 
has himself, circumcised, that he is a debtor to do the. WHOLE law. 
* Ye have been done away with from Christ, whosoever of you are 
being justified in the law; ye are fallen away from grace. * For 
we, by the Spirit, are tarrying for the hope of righteousness from 


faith. 


6 For in Jesus Christ neither circumcision availeth anything, 


nor uncircumcision, but faith working through love. 
7 Ye were running well; who did hinder you that ye should not 


Made us| ‘ Hath made,’ Auth. Held 
fast, etc.| ‘Entangled again with a, Auth., 
‘wrappe not yourselves in the,’ Tynd., 
Cran.,and sim. Cov., Gen.; ‘ be not holden 
with (in the,’ Wicl.), Cov. (Test.) Rhem. 

2. Will] ‘Shall,’ Auth. and the other 
Vy. except Cov. (present) ; simple predi- 
cation of result: ‘in primis personis shall 
simpliciter preedicentis est, will quasi 
promittentis aut minantis; in secundis 
et tertiis personis shall promittentis est 
aut minantis, wll simpliciter predicen- 
tis,’ Wallis, Gr. Angl. p. 106. 

8. Yea] ‘For, Auth., Gen., Bish. ; 
‘and,’ Wicl., Cov. (Test.), Rhem.; Tynd., 
Cov., Cran. omit. Who has him- 
self, etc.] ‘That is circumcised,’ Auth., 
and similarly Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., 
Bish.; ‘circumcidith hym silf,’ Wicel.; 
sim. Cov. (Test.), Rhem. 

4. Ye have, etc.] ‘ Christ is become of 
no effect unto you,’ Auth.; ‘and ye ben 
voidid aweie fro,’ Wicl.; ‘are gone quyte 
from,’ Tynd., Cov., Gen.; ‘Christ is be- 
come but in veyne unto,’ Cran., Bish. ; 
‘are evacuated from,’ hem. Here idiom 
seems to require the English perfect; 
the pure aoristic translation, ‘ye were 
done away with from Christ,’ stands. in 
too marked a contrast with the following 
present, and to the English reader too 
completely transfers the action to what 
is purely past; see notes on 1 Thess. ii. 


16 (Transl.). Are being justified] 
‘Are justified,’ Auth. and the other Vy. 
except Cov., ‘wyll be made ryghteous ;’ 
Cov. (Test ), ‘are made ryghteous.’ 

In the] So Wicl., Rhem.: ‘in the,’ Auth. 
and the remaining Vv. Fallen 
away] ‘Fallen,’ Auth. 

5. By the Spirit, etc.| ‘Through the 
Spirit wait for the hope of right, by faith,’ 
Auth., Bish.; ‘we loke for and hope in the 
sprite to be justified thorow,’ Tynd., Cran.; 
‘in the sprite of hope to be made ryght- 
uous by faith,’ Cov.; ‘in sprite by faythe 
we wayte for,’ Cov. (Test.); ‘we wayt 
for (by the Spirit through faith) the hope 
of,” Gen, Are tarrying for| ‘Wait 
for,’ Auth. Cov. (Test.), Gen. Bish.; 
‘abiden,’ Wiel.; ‘loke for,’ Tynd., Cran.; 
‘wayte,’ Cov.; ‘expect,’ Rhem. 

6. Working] ‘ Which worketh,’ Auth. 
and the other Vy. except Wiel., Rhem., 
‘that worketh ;’ Cov., ‘which by loue is 
mighty.’ The practice of inserting the 
relative before the anarthrous participle, 
even when idiom can scarcely be urged in 
its favor, is an inaccuracy that is not un- 
commonly found in the older Vy. Per- 
haps even in Eph. ii. 1, Col. ii. 13, it might 
seem better to adopt the concessive trans- 
lation, ‘though, etc.’: see, however, notes 
in loce. ( Transl.). Through] ‘By,’ 
Auth. and all the other Vy. 

7. Were running} ‘Did run,’ Auth, 
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obey the truth? * The persuasion cometh not of Him that calleth 
you. ° A little leaven leaveneth the whole lump. "I, for my 
part, have confidence in you in the Lord, that ye will be none 
otherwise minded; but he that troubleth you shall bear his judg- 
ment, whosoever he be. ™ But I, brethren, if I,still preach crr- 
CUMCISION, why do I still suffer persecution? then is the offence 
of the cross done away with. ™ I would that they who are unset- 
tling you would even cut themselves off from you. 

%* For ye were called unto liberty, brethren; only use not your 
liberty for an occasion to the flesh, but by your love serve one 
another. ™ For the whole law is fulfilled in one saying, even in 
this, Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself. ” But if ye bite and 
devour one another, take heed that ye be not consumed one of 


another. 


© Now I say, Walk by the Spirit and ye shall in no wise fulfil 


Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., Bish. ; ‘run- 
nen,’ Wicl.; ‘ranne,’ Cov. (both), Rhem. 

8. The] Cran., Rhem.; ‘this,’ Wicl., 
Auth., Cov. (Test.), Gen.; ‘that,’ Tynd.; 
‘such,’ Cov. That calleth| So rightly 
Auth.: not ‘called, Tynd., Gen., or ‘is 
calling,’ as the iterative force involved 
in the English present more nearly ap- 
proaches to the idiomatic use of the par- 
ticiple than either the past tense or the 
resolved present; comp. notes on Phil. 
iii. 14, (Transl.), and Latham, Lng]. 
Lang. § 578 (ed. 3). 

10. Z for my part] ‘1,’ Auth. and 
all the other Vy. In] So the 
other Vy. except Auth., Gen., ‘through 
the.’ 

11. But I], So Cov. (Test.) : ‘and I,’ 
Auth. Still (bis)] ‘Yet,’ Auth. 
Done away with] ‘ Ceased,’ Auth. and the 
other Vy. except Wicl., ‘voidid ;’ Rhem., 
“evacuated.” 

12, Are unsettling] ‘Trouble,’ Auth. 
and the other Vv. except Wicl., ‘dis- 
turblen ;’ Gen., ‘do disquiet.’ 

Would even, etc.] ‘I would they were even 
cut off which trouble you,’ Auth., and 
similarly Rhem.,; ‘kutte aweie, Wicl., Cov. 


(Test.); ‘were seperated,’ Tynd., Cran.; 
“were roted out,’ Cov.; ‘were cut off 
from you,’ Gen. 

13. For ye, ete.] ‘For brethren ye 
have been,’ etc., Auth, and sim. all the 
other Vy. as to the forward position of 
‘brethren.’ The aor. éeAfdsnre is trans- 
lated by different auxiliaries, ‘ye are,’ 
Wicl., Cov. (both), Rhem.; ‘were,’ Tynd., 
Cran. ; ‘have been,’ Gen., Bish., Auth. 
Your liberty] So Tynd., Cov. (both), Cran., 
Gen.: ‘liberty, Auth., Bish.; ‘fredom,’ 
Wicl.; ‘this liberty,’ Rhem. 

Your love] ‘Love,’ Auth., and the other 
Vy. except Wicl., Ithem., charite; Cov., 
‘the loue.’ 

14. The whole] ‘ All the,’ Auth, and 
the other Vv. except Wicl., ‘ everi lawe.’ 
Saying] ‘Word,’ Auth. and the other 
Vy. 

16. Now I say] ‘This I say then,’ 
Auth; ‘Isaye,’ Tynd., Cov, Cran.; ‘then 
(‘and,’ Wiel.) ‘I say,’ Gen., Dish. 

By] ‘In the,’ Auth. and the other Vv. 
except Wicl., Cov. (Test.), which omit 
the article. Shall in no wise] 
‘Shall not,’ Auth. Cov. (Test.) Gen, 
Bish; ‘ye schalen not parfourme,’ Wiel; 
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the lust of the flesh. ™ For the flesh lusteth against the Spirit, 
and the Spirit against the flesh: for these are opposed the one to 
the other, that ye may not do the things ye may wish. * But, if 
ye be led by the Spirit, ye are not under the law. ” Now the 
works of the flesh are manifest, of which kind are, — fornication, 
uncleanness, wantonness, ™ idolatry, sorcery, hatreds, strife, jeal- 
ousy, deeds of wrath, caballings, dissensions, factions, 7! envyings, 
murders, drunkenness, revellings, and such like: of the which I 
tell you beforehand, as I also told you beforehand, that they which 
do all such things shall not inherit the kingdom of God. * But 
the fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, long-suffering, benevo- 
lence, goodness, trustfulness, * meekness, temperance: against all 


such things there is no law. 


“and fulfill not’ (imper.), Zynd., Cran.; 
‘so shall ye not fulfyll,’ Cov.; ‘shal not 
accomplish,’ Rhem. 

17. Are opposed] ‘Are contrary,’ Auth. 
and all Vy. except Wicl., Rhem., ‘ben 
adversaries togidre.’ That ye may 
not] Comp. Wicl.: ‘so that ye cannot do, 
etc.,’ Auth. and the remaining Vv. except 
Cov. (Test.), ‘that the thynges that ye 
will, ye do not ithe same ? Rhem., ‘ that 
not what things soever you wil, these 
you doce.’ For] * ‘And,’ Auth. 

’e may wish] ‘The things that ye would, 
Auth., Gen. (‘the same’); ‘that ye wyl- 
len,’ Wicl.; ‘that which ye wolde,’ Tynd., 
Cov.; ‘the thynges that ye wyll,’ Cov. 
(Test.) ; ‘whatsoever ye wolde,’ Cran; 
‘what ye wolde,’ Bish.; ‘what soever 
you will,’ Rhem. 

18. By] So Wiel, Cov. (Test ), Rhem.: 
‘of,’ Auth. and the remaining Vy. 

19. Of which kind are] ‘Which are 
these,’ Auth. and the other Vy. except 
Wicl., and Cov, (Test.), ‘which are.’ 
Fornication] ** Adultery, fornication,’ 
Auth. Wantonness] ‘ Lascivious- 
ness,’ Auth. and the other Vv. except 
Wicl., Cov. (Test.), Rhem ‘“leecherie.’ 

20. Sorcery, etc.] ‘ Witchcraft, hatred, 
* variance, *emulations, wrath, strife, 
seditions, heresies,’ Auth , Gen.; ‘ witche- 


* Now they that are Christ’s have 


craft. . . variance, zele.. . sectes,’ Tynd., 
Cran., Bish. 

21. Tell you beforehand] ‘Tell you 
before,’ Auth. and the other Vv. (Cov. 
Test., ‘afore’) except Wicl., ‘seie;’ 
‘foretell you,’ hem. Told you 
beforehand | ‘ Have also told you in time 
past,’ Auth; ‘haue told you to for,’ 
Wicl.; “haue tolde you in tyme past,’ 
Tynd., Cov., Cran.; ‘haue tolde you,’ 
Gen., Bish,; ‘haue foretold you,’ hem. 

All such things] ‘Such things,’ 
Auth. and the other Vy. except Cov. 
(both), ‘such.’ 

22. Benevolence] ‘Gentleness,’ Auth., 
Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., Bish.; “benyng- 
nite,’ Wiel., Rhem. Trust fulness] 
‘Faith,’ Auth. and the other Vy. except 
Tynd., Cov., Cran., ‘ faithfulness, 

23. All such things] ‘Such,’ Auth. and 
the other Vy. except Wicl., ‘suche 
thingis.’ 

24. Now they] ‘And they,’ Auth., 
Wiel, Rhem.; ‘but,’ Cov. (both) ; ‘for,’ 
Gen ; ‘ they truly,’ Bish. Tynd and Cran. 
omit. Lave crucified] So Auth. and all 
the other Vy. Here again it seems 
desirable to preserve the perfect in 
translation, as the English aor. tends 
to refer the crucifixion too exclusively 
to the past; see notes on verse 4. 
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erucified the flesh with the affections and lusts. * If we Live by 
the Spirit, let us also walk by the Spirit. * Let us not become 


vain-glorious, provoking one another, envying one another. 


CHAPTER VI. 


* BRETHREN, if a man should be even surprised in a fault, ye 
which are spiritual restore such an one in the spirit of meekness ; 
considering thyself, lest thou also be tempted. * Bear ye one 
another’s burdens, and thus shall ye fulfil the law of Christ. * For 
if a man think himself to be something, when he is nothing, he 
deceiveth his own mind. * But let each man prove his own work, 
and then shall he have his ground of boasting only in what con- 
cerneth himself, and not in what concerneth the other. ° For each 
man must bear his own load. 

* But let him that is taught in the word share with him that 
teacheth in all good things. ‘ Be not deceived; God is not 
mocked: for whatsoever a man soweth, that shall he also reap. 
8 For he that soweth unto his own flesh shall of the flesh reap 


25. By the... by the] So Wiel. (‘bi. 
Spirit’): Auth. and the remaining Vy. 
‘in the .... in the.’ 

26. Become] So Cov. (Test.): ‘be,’ 
Auth. Tynd, Cov. Cran., Gen. Bish.; 
‘be made,’ Wicl., Rhem. Vain- 
glorious] So Tynd, Cov.: ‘desirous of 
vain glory,’ Auth. and the remaining Vv. 
except Wicl , ‘ coueitous of veyne glory.’ 


Cuarter VI. 1. Should be even sur- 
prised] ‘Be overtaken’ Auth., Cov. 
(both) ; ‘be occupied,’ Wicl.; ‘be fallen 
by chance,’ Tynd.; ‘be taken,’ Cran. ; 
‘by occasion,’ Gen., Bish. ; ‘be preoccu- 
pated,’ Rhem. 

2. Thus shall ye, etc.] *‘So fulfil,’ 
Auth., Tynd., Cran., Gen. 

3. Deceiveth his own mind] So Cran. ; 
“deceiveth himself,’ Auth., Cov. (both) ; 
‘pigilith hym silf,’ ‘Wicl. ; ‘deceaveth 
hym silfe in his ymaginacion,’ Tynd., 
Gen.; ‘in his own fansie,’ Bish. ; ‘se- 
duceth himself,’ Rhem. 


4. Each} So Wiel. ; ‘every,’ Auth. and 
the remaining Vy. His ground 
of boasting etc.] ‘Rejoicing in himself 
alone and not in another,’ Auth., and 
similarly, Tynd., Cov., Cran., Gen., Bish.; 
“‘haue glorie,’ Wiel. ; ‘so shall he rejoice 
only in himself,’ Cov. (Test.); ‘have the 
glorie,’ Rhem. 

5. Each] So Wicel.; ‘every,’ Auth. 
and all the remaining Vy. Must 
bear] ‘Shall bear,’ Auth. and all the 
other Vy.. Load] ‘ Burden,’ Auth. 
and the other Vy. except Wicl.,.‘ charge.’ 

6. But let him] So Cow. (both) : ‘let 
him,’ Auth. and the remaining Vv. ex- 
cept Rhem., ‘and let him.’ 

8. Unto his own flesh] ‘To his flesh,’ 
Auth., Gen.; ‘in his fleisch,’ Wicl., Tynd., 
Coverd. (Test.), Cran., Rhem.; ‘upon the 
fleshe,’ Cov. Unto the Sp.| ‘To 
the Spirit,’ Auth, Eternal life] ‘ Life 
everlasting,’ Auth. and the other Vy. 
except Wicl., Cov., (Test.), which pre- 
serve the more correct order ‘everlasting 
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corruption ; but he that soweth unto the Spirit shall of the Spirit 
reap eternal life. * But let us not lose heart in well-doing; for in 
due season we shall reap, if now we faint not. ™ Accordingly, 
then, as we have opportunity, let us do what is good unto all men, 
but especially unto them who are of the household of faith. 

1 See in what large letters I have written unto you with mime 
own hand. ” As many as desire to make a fair show in the flesh, 
THEY constrain you to be circumcised ; only that they should not 
suffer persecution for the cross of Christ. ™ For not even do they, 
who are being circumcised, themselves keep the law; but they 
desire to have you circumcised, that they may glory in your 
flesh. 1 But far be it from ME to glory, save in the cross of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, by whom the world is crucified unto me, and I 


unto the world. 


life.’ It is not desirable to invert’ the or- 
der in English except when the adjective 
in the original occupies the emphatic, 7. e. 
the first place ; comp. Winer, Gr. § 59, 
2, p. 464. »On the translation of aidnos, 
comp. notes on 2 Thess. i. 9 (Trunsl.). 

9. But] ‘And,’ Auth., Wicl., Cov. 
(Test.); the rest omit 5¢ in translation. 
Let us not lose heart] ‘Let us not *be 
weary,’ Auth. and sim. Tynd., Cov., 
Cran., Gen., Bish.; ‘faile,’ Wicl., Rhem.; 
‘faynte,’ Cov. (Test.) Tf now] ‘ It,’ 
Auth., Gen., Bish. ; ‘not failynge,’ Wicl., 
Rhem. ; “without werynes,’ Tynd., Cran. ; 
‘without ceassynge,’ Cov.; ‘not ceas- 
synge,’ Cov. (Test.). 

10. Accordingly then, etc.] ‘As we have 
therefore,’ Auth. ; ‘therefor while,’ Wicl., 
and similarly the remaining Vv. 

What is good] ‘ Good,’ Auth. But 
especially] So Rhem., Coverd. ( ‘spe- 
cially’), and sim. Wiel, ‘but moost;’ 
Cov. (Test.), ‘but moost of all:’ “and 
specially,’ Tynd., Cran. Gen.; Auth., 
Bish. alone omit 8 in translation. If 
by the fine idiomatic turn ‘of the house- 
hold,’ ete., nothing more be meant than 
close and intimate union, it may be advan- 
tageously retained: see, however, notes. 


% For neither doth circumcision avail any thing, 


11. See] So Wiel. (‘se ye’), Rhem-: 
‘ye see,’ Auth, Cran., Gen., Bish. ; ‘ be- 
holde,’ Tynd , Cov. (both). In what, 
etc.] * How large a letter,’ Auth., Tynd., 
Cran., Gen., Bish.; ‘with how many 
words,’ Cov. ; ‘with what manner of let- 
ters, Rhem., and sim. Wicl.; ‘with what 
letters, Cov. (Test. ). 

12. That they, etc.] ‘Lest they should,’ 
Auth., Cov. (both), Cran.; ‘that thei 
suffre,’ Wicl.; because they wolde not,’ 
Tynd., Gen.; ‘that they may not,’ 
Rhem. 

18. Not even, etc.] ‘ Neither they them- 
selves who are circumcised,’ Auh. and 
all the other Vv. ‘The cireum- 
cision-party,’ is far from an improbable 
translation ; see notes. They desire] ‘ De- 
sire,’ Auth. 

14. Far be it] So Wiel., Cov., (Test.) : 
“God forbid that I should glory,’ Auth. 
and the remaining Vy. To glory] 
‘That I should glory,’ Auth., Bish., 
Rhem.; ‘to haue glorie,’ Wicl.; ‘that I 
shuld rejoyce,’ Tyrd., Cov., Cran., Gen. ; 
‘to rejoyce,’ Cov. (Test ). 

15. For neither, ete.] ‘For *in Christ 


Jesus neither ‘circumcision availeth,’ 
Auth. 


_ Cuar. VI. 16—18. 


nor uncircumcision, but a new creature. 
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* And as many as walk 


according to this rule, peace de upon them, and mercy, and upon 


the Israel of God. 


Henceforth let no man trouble me: for I 


_ bear in my body the marks of Jesus. 
* The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with your spirit, 


brethren. Amen. 

16. Upon] So Cov., Rhem.: ‘on, Auth. 
and the remaining Vv. except Cov. 
(Test.), ‘unto them ;” Gen., ‘shal be to 
them. 

17. Henceforth] ‘From henceforth,’ 
Auth. and the other Vv. except Wicl., 


‘and here aftir.’ Of 
Jesus] ‘ Of the * Lord Jesus,’ Auth. 

18. The grace] ‘ Brethren, the grace,’ 
Auth. and the other Vy. except Wicl., 
Cov. (Test.), Rhem., which adhere to 
the order in the original. 


THE END. 
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according to the Text cf Tischendorf, with a Collation of the Textus Receptus, and of 
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and a Table representing graphically the Parts of the Text of the New Testament 
contained in each. By Frederic Gardiner D.D., Professor in the Berkeley Divinity 
School. 8vo. $3.00. 


THE PRINCIPLES OF TEXTUAL CRITICISM. Paper covers, 50 cents; cloth, flex., 75 cents. 


“A very important matter in the preparation of the Harmony is, of course, the choice of a text. ‘he one 
chosen by Professor Gardiner is that of Tischendorf’s eighth edition of the New Testament. This text was 
chosen because ‘it embodied the latest results of criticism, having had the advantage throughout of the Codex 
Sinaiticus and of a more close collation of the Codex Vaticanus.’ It is an obvious merit in this Harmony, 
that the student can see at a glance whether or not the text of Tischendorf' agrees or conflicts with that of 
Griesbach, Lachmann, and Tregclles in places where there is a difference of opinion. It is another excel- 
lence of the work that the Greek text is so accurate, evincing the most scrupulous care and thorough scholar- 


ship on the part of the editor.” — Dibliotheca Sacra. 
* The notes of the author are marked by scholarship and good sense. The student will find it a conven- 


ient manual for the study of the Gospels, because he sees upon one and the same page the readings of the 
principal editions and manuscripts, together with the quotations made by the evangelists from the Old Tes- 


tament.” — Princeton Review. 
“Dr. Gardiner’s work has been well done, and he has given us a Ilarmony of great value.” — Quarterly 


Review Evang. Luth. Church. 
* By this scholarly work Dr. Gardiner has rendered ull dilligent students of the Gospel narrative an in- 


valuable service. The book furnishes the best results of the ablest and mest laborious investigation of all 
known sources of knowledge regarding the original sacred text.” — Lt¢formed Church Monthly. 

“This book, the result of great research and utmost painstaking, is well worthy the consideration of all 
Bible scholars.” — Watchman and [ejftector. 


GARDINER’S ENGLISH HARMONY. A Harmony of the Four Gospels in Eng- 
lish, according to the Authorized Version; corrected by the best Critical Editions of the 
Original. By Frederic Gardiner, D.D., Professor in the Berkeley Divinity School. 8vo. 
Cloth, $2.00. 

“The Harmony in English, the title of which is given above, is a reproduction of the Ilarmony in Greek; 
no other changes being made than such as were required to fit the work for the use of the English reader who 
desires to learn some of the improvements which modern criticism has made in the authorized English text.” 
— Bibliotheca Sacra, 

“We gladly commend this Harmony to every intelligent reader of the Scriptures. The need of sucha 
guide is felt by every thoughtful Churchman at least once a year —in Moly Week — when he desires to read 
the events of each day in the order in which they happened so many years ago. We do not think that our 
laymen know how much they will be helped to the understanding of the Gospels by a simple Harmony, 
perhaps read an we suggested above, in connection with some standard Life of our Lord.” —Zhe Churchman. 


LIFE OF CHRIST The Life of our Lord in the Words of the Gospels. By Frederio 
Gardiner, D.D., Professor in the Berkeley Divinity School. 16mo. pp. 256. $1.00, 

“It is well adapted to the convenience of pastors, to the needs of teachers in the Bible-class and Sabbath- 
school, to the religious instruction of families. It bids fair to introduce improvements into the atyle of teache 
Ing the Bible to the young.” — Bibliotheca Sacra. 

“ This little volume will not only answer as a Harmony of the Gospels for the use of those who only care 
‘to have results, but it will be an excellent book to read at family prayera, or to study with a Bible-ciass.”- 
Christian Union. 
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WINER’S N. T. GRAMMAR. A Grammar of the Idiom of the New Testament; 
prepared as a Solid Basis for the Interpretation of the New Testament. By Dr. GEORGE 
BENEDICT WINER. Seventh Edition, enlarged and improved. By Dr. GorrLixs 
LUNEMANN, Professor of Theology at the University of Gottingen. Revised and author- 
ized Translation, 8vo. pp. 744. Cloth, $4.00; sheep,.$5.00; half goat, $5.75. 


“ Prof. Thayer exhibits the most scholarly and pains-taking accuracy in all his work, especial attention 
being given to references and Indexes, on which the value of such a work so much depends, , ‘The Indexes 
alone fill eighty-six pages. The publisher’s work is handsomely done, and we cannot conceive that a better 
Winer should be for many years to come accessible to American scholars.” — Princeton Review. 

“ We trust that this admirable edition of a justly famous and surpassingly valuable work, will gain exten 
sive circulation, and that the study of it will begin afresh.” — Baptist Quarterly. 

“The seventh edition of Winer, superintended by Lunemann (Leipz. 1867), we have at last, thanks to Prof. 
Thayer, in a really accurate translation.” — Dr. Ezra Abbot, in Smith's Dictionary of the Bible, American 
Edition. 

“We have before us, in our own language, ‘a reproduction of the original work,’ in its most perfect form, 
and with its author’s latest additions and improvements.” — New Lnglander. 

«Professor Thayer has introduced numerous and important corrections of Masson’s translation, and, has 
made the present edition of the Grammar decidedly superior to any of the preceding translations. Ie has 
made it especially convenient for the uses of an English student by noting on the outer margin of the pages 
the paging of the sixth and seventh German editions, and also of Prof. Masson’s translation. ‘Thus the reader 
of a commentary which refers to the pages of either of those volumes, may easily tind the reference by con- 
sulting the margin of this volume.”—Bibliotheca Sacra, 

“The whole anpearance of the work as it now stands indicates a careful and thorough scholarship. A 
critical comparison of several pages with the original confirms the impression made by a general examination 
of the book. In its present form, this translation may now be recommended as worthy of a place in the library 
of every minister who desires to study the New ‘Testament with the aid of the best critical helps.” — Theolog- 
teal Eclectic. 

“ Great pains also have been taken to secure typographical accuracy, an extremely difficult thing in a work 
of this kind. We rejoice that so invaluable a work has thus been made ag nearly perfect as we can hope ever 
to have it. It isa work that can hardly fail to facilitate and increase the reverent and accurute study of the 
Word of God."— American Presbyterian Review.. 


BUTTMANNW’S N. T. GRAMMAR. A Grammar of the New Testament Greek. 
By ALEXANDER BuTrMann. Authorized Translation, by J. HENRY THAYER. With 
numerous additions and corrections by the Author, 8vo. pp.494. Cloth, $2.75. 


“This Grammar is acknowledged to be the most important work which has appeared on N. T. Grammar 
since Winer's. Its use has been hindered by the fact that in the criginal it has the form of an Appendix to 
the Classic Greek Grammar by the Author's father. The inconvenience arising from this peculiarity has 
been obviated in this translation by introducing in every case enough from that Grammar to render the state- 
ments easily intelligible to readers unacquainted with that work; at the same time, the Author’s general 
scheme of constantly comparing New Testament and Classic usage has been fucilitated for every Student, by 
giving running references throughout the book to five or six of the most current grammatical works, among 
them the Grammars of Hadley, Crosby, Donaldson, and Jelf. Additions and corrections in more than two 
hundred and fifty places have been furnished for this edition by the Author. 

“The N, T. Index has been enlarged so as to include all the passages from the N. T. referred to in the 
Grammar ; and 2 separate Index has been added, comprising all the passages cited from the Septuagint. ‘Tke 
other Indexes have been materially augmented ; the cross-references have been multiplied; chapter and 
verse added to many of the fragmentary quotations from the N. T. ; the pagination of the German original 
has been given in the margin ; and at the end of the book a glossary of technical terms encountered more or 
less frequently in commentaries and grammatical works has been added for the cenvenience of students.” — 
Translator’s Preface, 

“ Professor ‘Thayer has performed his task — which has been a great deal more than that of a mere translator 
— with remarkable fidelity. It is doubtless the best work extant on this subject, and a book which every 
scholarly pastor will desire to possess. Its usableness is greatly enhanced by its complete set of Indexes.”— 
The Advance. 

“Tt is a thoroughly scientific treatise, and one which will be helpful to students, both in connection with 
Winer's and as discussing many points from a different or opposite point of view. Prof. Thayer has added 


much to the value of the book — as one to be readily and conveniently used — by enlarging and perf 
the Indexes,” etc. — New Englander, ; ae pre 


STUART’S N.T. GRAMMAR. A Grammar of the New Testament Dialect. By 


M. Stuart, Professor of Sacred Literature in the Theological Seminary at Andover 
8vo, Boards, $1.25. 
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Genesis. With a New Translation. With a Preface by J P. 
Tuompson, D.D., New York. 8vo. pp: 535. $3.50 


“The most valuable contribution that has for a long time been made to the 
many aids for the critical study of the Old Testament is Mr. Draper’s republication 
of Dr. Murphy on Genesis, in one octavo volume. Dr. Murphy is one of the 
Professors of the Assembly’s College at Belfast, and adds to a thorough knowledge 
of the Hebrew, and of the science of interpretation, great common sense, genuine 
wit, and admirable power of expression. Hence his Commentary is racy and 
readable, as well as reliable. No volume will be more useful to those who have 
been troubled by the Colenso criticisms ; and no man has pricked the bubble of that 
inflated bishop with a more effectual and relieving wound than Dr. Murphy. It 
is a good deal to say of acommentary, but we say it in all sincerity, that this 
volume furnishes about as fascinating work for one’s hours for reading as any 
volume of the day, in any department of literature ; while its general influence will 
be salutary and effective for the truth.’? — Congregationalist. 

“Dr. Murphy is a fair, clear, and candid interpreter. His aim is to reconcile 
the Scriptures with science by an impartial examination of the text.” —American 
Presbyterian and Theological Review. 


Exodus. With a New Translation. 8vo. pp. 385. $3.00 


“ Thus far nothing has appeared in this country for half a century on the first 
two books of the Pentateuch so valuable as the present two volumes.” [On Gen- 
esis and Exodus]. ‘ His style is lucid, animated, and often eloquent. His pages 
afford golden suggestions and key-thoughts...... Some of the laws of interpreta- 
tion are stated with so fresh and natural a clearness and force that they will per- 
manently stand.” — Methodist Quarterly. 

“Prof. Murphy’s Commentary on Genesis has been published long enough to 
have secured the highest reputation for scholarship, research, and sound judgment. 
This volume on Exodus takes its place in the same rank, and will increase rather 
than diminish its author’s reputation among scholars.” — National Baptist. 

“This is the second volume of the ablest Commentary on the Pentateuch that 
has yet fallen into our hands.” — The Weekly Press, 

“ By its originality and critical accuracy it must command the high regard of 
the scholar and theologian, whilst the ease and grace of its style, the judiciousness 
with which it selects and unfolds its many subjects of discussion, will be sure to 
fix and reward the attention of the general student.” — Whe Lutheran. 


Leviticus. With a New Translation. 8vo. pp. 318. $2.50 


“Tn our opinion, his idea and method are the right one, and the whole work 
shows a remarkably clear mastery of the subject. His style, too, is singularly 
lucid. Ile interprets Hebrew well, and writes capital English. The bock meets @ 
lone-felt want, and meets it well.” — The Advance. 

“No attentive reader can examine it without being at once largely instructed in 
the ritual of the Levitical worship, and enlightened and edified in the faith of the 
gospel. The obscure and difficult portions of the text are clucidated with great 
skill and impressiveness, and the whole work furnishes a most interesting study.” 
—The Lutheran and Missionary. 

““The Commentaries of Murphy have many excellences. They are clear, dis- 
criminating, and comprehensive.’ — Baptist Quarterly. 

“ We think it is the very best Commentary on Leviticus that has ever been pub- 
lished.”? — Lhe Presbyterian. : : 

“A masterly treatment, such as is given in this book, of the subjects of propi- 
tiation and purification as illustrated by the Book of Leviticus, cannot but have @ 
beneficial effect in restraining the tendency to eliminate the idea of expiation from 
the death of Christ.”” — Church and State. : 

“ We know of no work on Leviticus comparable with it.” — Pulpit and Pew, 
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Psalms. With a New Translation. 8vo. pp. 694. $4.00 
10-74 


Books Published by W. F. Draper. 


Ellicott. Commentaries, Critical and Grammatical, of C.J. 
Ellicott, Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol, via. On 

Galatians, With an Introductory Notice by C. E. Srowr Professor 
im Andover Theol. Sem. 8vo. pp. 183. Black cloth. $1.50 


Ephesians. &8vo. pp. 190 1.50 
Thessalonians. 8vo. pp. 171. 1.50 
Pastoral Epistles. §vo. pp. 269- “ae 
Philippians, Colossians, and Philemon. 8vo pp 273. dom) 

THE SET in two volumes, black cloth, bevelled edges, 8.00 


THE SET in five volumes, tinted paper, gilt tops, bevelled edges, 10.00 


The Commentaries of Prof. Ellicott supply an urgent want in their sphere of 
criticism. Prof. Stowe says of them, in his Notice to the Commentary on the 
Galatians: “It is the crowning exccllence of these Commentaries that they are 
exactly what they profess to be — critical and grammatical, and therefore in the best 
sense of the term, exegetical. ..... His results are worthy of all confidence. He is 
more careful than Tischendorf, slower and more steadily deliberate than Alford, 
and mo e¢ patiently laborious than any other living New Testament critic, with the 
exception, perhaps, of Tregelles.” 

«They [Ellicott’s Commentaries] have set the first example in this country 

Englan‘l| of a thorough and fearless examination of the grammatical and philo- 
ogica) requirements of every word of the sacred text. Ido not know of anything 
superior to them in their own particular line in Germany; and they add, what, 
alas ' is so seldom found in this country, profound reverence for the matter and 
subjects on which the author is laboring; nor is their value lessened by Mr, Ehi- 
cott’s having confined himself for the most part to one department of a commen: 
tator’s work, — the grammatical and philological.”— Dean Alford. 

“His Commentaries are among the best, if not the very best, helps a student 
ean have.” — American Presbyterian and Theological Review. 

“ Fllicott is one of the best commentators of this class [grammatical interpre- 
tation|.””— Princeton Leview. 

“They fill a scholar with genuine admiration. Their patient examination of 
the text bringing out the most delicate shades of meaning, and developing the log- 
ical sequence of thought by grammatical criticism; their insight into spiritual 
truth ; their candor and honesty and thoroughness in dealing with controverted 
passages ; their reverence for the inspired record ; their modesty and charity united 
with a firmness in adhering to truth; their breyity and condensed fulness make 
them just the guide a Christian scholar loves in studying the sacred page.” =~ 
Watchman and [eflector. 

“The Commentaries of Prof. Ellicott belong to the first class of critical writings 
of the New Testament. The author is an able, independent, and candid critic, his 
learning is full and accurate, and his judgment sound and discriminatine.”—Bus- 
ton Recorder. = 

“We would recommend all scholars of the original scriptures who seek direct: 
ness, luminous brevity, the absence of everything irrelevant to strict grammatical 
inquiry, with a concise and yet very complete view of the opinions of others, te 

ossess themselves of Ellicott’s Commentaries.” — American Presbyterian. 

“iA scholarly and religious earnestness, a thoroughness, candor, and moderation 
in connection with their convenient shape and compendious comprehensiveness 

iv» them a character elevated and unique among works of their class.” — The 
utheran and Missionary. 

“To Bishop Ellicott must be assigned the first rank, if not the first place ox thy 
first rank, of English biblical sholarship. The series of Commentaries on the 
Pt a ne e the highest style of critical exegesis.” —Methodist Quarterly. 

x4 ss se) Englis work of this character.” — New Englander. 

ctly grammatical and critical, thorough and fearless, concise yet complete 
worthy of all confidence.” — Hvangelical Review. 
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